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| CURRENT TOPICS, 

| Mr. Cuartzs Arnnotp Wut, Advocate-(tensral at Madras, 
has been appointed Chief Justice of Madras, ia succession to Sir 
' Anruur Coxtins, Q.C., resigned. Mr. Wutre was called to the 
bar in 1883. 

| WE Are desired to draw attention to the notice under the 
Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890, which appears elsewhere, 
' altering Forms 75 and 75 (“‘ Liquidators’ Statement of Account” 
and “ Affidavit verifying Liquidators’ Statement of Account”’), 








| 

| 

| We REcENTLY referred to the success of the effort made by 
the Yorkshire solicitors for providing legal education for their 

-articled clerks. The solicitors of the City of Sheffield, being 
at the extreme south of the county and not within a convenient 

distance for participating in the county scheme centred in L2eds, 

determined to establish for themselves a separate scheme of legal 
education ; and this, we now learn, has been accomplished by 
local subscriptions with the help of a grant by the Incorporated 
Law Society of £50 for two years. The scheme is to be worked 

under the auspices of the Sheffield University College and will 
come into operation in October next. A prospectus of lectures 
and classes, arranged especially for articled clerks preparing for 
their examinations, but also including extra courses for students 

desiring to read for a law degree, has been issued. The progress 
of these admirable local efforts will be watched with no little 
interest. 





WE print elsewhere a set of draft rules of the Supreme Court 
which have been published under the Rules Publication Act, 
1893. The first extends the list of securities in which cash 
under the control of the court can be invested by adding the 
2} per cent. Debenture Stock of the Corporation of London 
issued in 1897, The second draft rule provides a summary 
method by which a solicitor whose conduct has been impugned 
before tho Discipline Committee, and who has been exonerated, 
can recover costs against the complainant. Previous to the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Lilley (40 W. R. 321; 
- 1892, 1 Q. B. 759) it was doubtful whether such costs could be 
recovered at all. Where the report of the committee is favour- 
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able to the solicitor, no steps are taken on it, except to file it, and, 
the proceedings being thus carried on entirely out of court, it 
was argued that there was no jurisdiction in the court to 
award costs. Section 13 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, however, 
provides that the report shall have the same effect, and shall be 
treated by the court in the same manner, as a report of the 
master, and ‘the court may make such order thereon as to the 
court may seem fit.” Hence in Re Lilley it was held that the 
report was for all purposes on the footing of the master’s report, 
and that the court accordingly could award the exonerated 
solicitor his costs, exactly as it would formerly have done in the 
case of the master’s report. But though the right of the solicitor 
to have his costs was thus estailished, it was necessary to apply 
for them in open court. The new rule substitutes for this un- 
desirable procedure an application by summons in chambers. 
The application can be made at any time withia three months of 
the date of the report, and the judge may make such order as to 
payment to the solicitor of the costs occasioned by the application 
to the committee and of the summons as he shall think just. 
The order is to be without appeal. The third draft rule provides 
for the ascertainment on originating summons of the heir at law 
or devisee or legatee of a deceased person where such ascertain- 
ment is required for the purposes of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897; and the fourth introduces into Appendix N. to the 
R.S.C. a provision for payment of such fee for perusing a 
petition in a pending matter as the taxing-master thinks 


reasonable. 


WE print elsewhere a further letter which we have received 
on the subject of the protection of a purchaser against loss by 
fire. Our latest correspondent advocates a plan, adopted by 
himself in practice, which gives perfect safety without any great 
expense or trouble. Immediately on the signing of the contract he 
effects a temporary insurance on behalfof the purchaser. He is 
thus absolved from thenecessity of troubling about avy insurance 
effected by the vendor, though, in the case of leasehold property, 
itis necessary, on completion of the purchase, to take care that a 
permanent policy is taken out which shall conform to any 
conditions as to insurance in the lease. As the purchaser is not 
required to pay an apportioned part of the vendor’s premium, 
this plan imposes upon him no additional expense, and under all 
the circumstances it is, perhaps, the most satisfactory. The 
alternative plan suggested recently by our correspondent 
“F, G. L.” (ante pp. 671, 688) was to have the existing policy 
endor:ed, pending completion, into the joint names of the 
vendor and purchaser. We are not aware, however, that there 
is any general practice of doing this current in fire offices, and 
the property is at the purchaser’s risk while the necessary 
consent of the fire cffice is being obtained. Our correspondent, 
‘‘ H,” suggested last week that the case ought to be met by a 
general agreement on the part of the fire offices to recognize 
provisions in contracts of sale under which the policy- 
moneys go to the persons really damnified, but, unless 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society take the 
matter up, there seems to be no way of procuring an 
agreement of the kind. It is to be remembered that even ucder 
the existiog law a purchaser is not whelly without , rotection, for, 
assuming section 83 of the old Metropolitan Buildiog Act, 14 Geo. 
3 ¢. 78, to be, as was held in Ex parte Gorely (4 D. J. & 8. 477), 
of universa) application, any person interested is entitled to have 
the insurance moneys applied in rebuilding provided he makes 
request to the office to this effect before the «ffice has settled 
with the insurer. Some doubt was cast upon this application of 
the Act by Lord Watson in Westminster Fire Office v. Glasgow 


Provident Society (13 App. Cas., p. 716), but it may be surmised | 


that the courts would be slow to interfere with so beneficent a 
construction of it. As a matter of practice we inclice to think 
that the plan of our last correspondent ‘A. H.” best combines 
safety and convenience. 


AN INTERESTING point as to the application of the Statute of 
Limitations in respect of copyhold property has been decided 
in Monckton vy. Payne by A. L. Surrn, L.J., sitting in the Queen's 
Bench Division. Under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, 8. 3, an action for 


a fine due in respect of a copyhold estate must be brought 
within six years after the cause of action has arisen. In the 
case of a fine which is certain it seems that the cause 
of action arises immediately on admittance. The lord cannot 
refuse to admit before the fine is paid, but on admittance 
the right to the fine accrues, and the period of six years begins 
to run. But where the fine is uncertain, there is upon admittance, 
unless it has been previously assessed, no definite sum for 
which the lord can sue. To complete his right there must 
be an assessment of the fine, and it has been said that 
the cause of action does not accrue, and that the statute 
does not begin to run, until after the fine has been both 
assessed and demanded. In other words, the necessary pre. 
liminaries to the right of action are admittance, assessment, and 
demand (Scriven on Copyholds, 7th ed., p. 200), This puts it in 
the lord’s hands to delay the action for the fine as long as he 
pleases, and practically makes the statute a nullity, but 
a similar consideration was not allowed to prevail in 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. Parr (42 W. R. 561; 1894, 2 
Q. B. 420) with respect to the lord’s right to seize quousgue 
where no one comes in to be admitted. In order to apply the 
Statute of Limitations with certainty the right should arise upon 
the death of the last tenant on the rolls, but it was held that 
‘the usual three proclamations must first be made (see Dov y, 
Trueman, 1 B. & Ad. 736), and, as the making of them 
rests with the lord, it is for him to fix the time when 
the statute runs. The result is that the statute cannot be relied 
upon for turning copyhold property into freehold, though an 
enfranchisement can be presumed after the lapse of a great 
length of time, such as a hundred years, without recognition of 
the copyhold tenure. Lord Justice Smirn, however, took a 
different view of an action for an uncertain fine. He regarded 
the admittance as the real cause of action, and the assessment 
and demand as incidents which the landlord could introduce at 
will, but of which he could not make use to save himself from 
the effect of time. This is common sense no doubt, though it 
seems to conflict somewhat with the technical requirements of a 
complete cause of action. 





In tHE case of Re Danson, heard before Byrnz, J., last week, 
the point arose whether the court had jurisdiction on an appli- 
cation by originating summons to remove a trustee who had 
been convicted of felony and appoint a new one in his place 
under section 25 of the Trustee Ac‘, 1893. It was argued that 
where in such a case the trustee was unwilling to retire, an 


by writ. In support of this contention, it was pointed out 
that under section 22 of the Trustee Act, 1850, there was no 
jurisdiction on petition to remove a trustee who was unwilling 
to retire; that the words of section 25 of the Act of 1893 
were virtually a re-enactment of the former section, and that 
applications by petition under the old Act and by summons 
under the present Act were for this purpose on the same footing. 
In further support of this same argument, it was urged that 
while the Barkruptcy Acts, 1869 and 1883, for the first time 
enabled a trustee to be removed, on his becoming bankrupt, by 
application by petition instead of in an action commencad by 
| wr.t, if was expressly provided iu section 147 of the Act of 1883 
that the appointment in substitution for the bankrupt might be 
| made whether he voluntarily resigned or not. It was argued 
| that the absence cf such a provision in section 25 of the Trustee 
| Act, 1893, which repealed section 147 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
| 1883, meant that under the later section the court had no power 
| to make an order on summons or petition if the bankrupt did not 





| voluutarily retire. It seems strange that the point should not 
have arisen before; but neither side was able to cite any 
reported case as a direct authority. An amicus curie, however, 
referred the court (o a case of Le Betts, th® only report of which 
appears to be in the Soxricyrors’ Journat for the 23rd of 
January, 1897, where Romer, J., made an order on summons 
for the removal of a bankrupt trustes who was unwilling to 
| retire, which order was afterwards confirmed by the Court of 
Appeal. Byrnz, J., holding that bankruptcy and felony stood on 
the same footing under section 25, accordingly held that he had 
jurisdiction to make an order on summons for the removal of the 





order for his removal could only be made by an action instituted © 
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felon trustee who was unwilling to retire. The decision is 
valuable, as it is certainly desirable that it should be possible to 
remove a trustee who is a felon or a bankrupt in the most 
expeditious and cheapest manucr by summons, without the 
necessity of the expense and delay of instituting an action by 
writ; and the provisions of ord. 55, r. 13a, in which are set out 
those applications under the Trustee Act, 1893, which may be 
made by summons, do not in terms seem to include the removal 
of a trustee in such a case who is unwilling to retire. 





Tuk ATTENTION of Parliament has frequently been called to 
ibe urgent need of some regulations as to the sale of firearms, 
ard : ome restrictions upon the carrying of pistols and revolvers. 
The refusal by the Legislature to take any step in the desired 
direction seems to be due to a fear of injuring tho gun trade. 
No trade interests, however, should be allowed to stand in the 
way of protecting life ard limb from outrage and accident. 
Ove change in the law, at any rate, it is submitted, might be 
made without much difficulty and with great advantage 
1o the public, and that is to forbid the sale of firearms 
to children. A case is reported from Hastings this 
week which calls attention in a remarkable way to 
the need of some such provision. Two little boys, aged 
ten and eleven respectively, nct liking the prospect of u tutor 
durirg their holidays, ran away from their home in the 
Midlands. Having arrived at Hastings, they immediately went 
toa shop and there each of them purchased a revolver and 
ammunition ; intending apparently to at once set up business in 
partnership as highwaymen of the most desperate type. 
They were, however, seized by a policeman, before the 
capital invested in the business had time to return any 
profits. Is it not a scandal that dangerous weapons can be 
purchased by mere children like these? By the Licensing 
Act, 1872, it is an offence to sell spirits to be consumed on the 
premises to any person apparently under the age of sixteen 
years. By a later Act it is made an offence to sell any descrip- 
tion of intoxicating liquid to any child under thirteen for con- 
sumption on the premises. There is, therefore, no want of 
precedent for legislation forbidding the sale to young persons of 
what may injure them and make them dangerous to the public. 
C:rtainly a more dangerous person can hardly be imagined than 
a boy of ten in a crowded resort armed with a loaded six-cham- 
bered revolver, such gs was recently secured at Hastings. There 
is, morcover, another and more valuable precedent for legisla- 
tion fcrbidding the sale of firearms to young persons. Section 
3i of the Explosives Act, 1875, forbids any person to sell gun- 
powder to any child apparently under the ago of thirteen years 
urder a peralty of five pounds. Now, the cartridges sold to 
these children must have contained gunpowder, and whoever 
told them has apparently infringed the law. The magistrates 
seem to have expressed regret at not being able to restrain the 
sale of pistols to children, but it does not appear that this 
provision of the Explosives Act was brought to their attention. 





In tHE cAsE of the London County Council v. The Rowton 
Houses (Limited), the first case of much importance to come 
before him, Mr. Garrerr, the new police magistrate, gave an 
eminently sound and common sense docision. The system of the 
Rowton houses is now pretty well known in London, and few 
people doubt that Lord Rowron, their founder, has done society 
good eervice in starting that system. The County Council, how- 
ever, has seen fit tospend the money of the ratepayers in prosecu- 
ling the company in which these institutions are now vested, for 
keeping a common lodging-house without the eame having been 
registered as required by statute. Now the statutes dealing with 
common lodging-houses, as far as the Metropolis is concerned, 
aie the Common Lodging Houses Acts of 1851 and 1853. In 
neither of these Acts, however, nor in the Pubjic Health Act, 
1875, which contains provisions for the rest of the country 
similar to those contained in the two first mentioned Acts for 
London, is there any sort of definition of the term “ common 
lodging-house.” No doubt it is a difficult matter to define it 
satisfactorily, but that is hardly a reason for Parliament omitting 


registration of such houses, it is probably wise not to define it 
too closely, but to leave to justices to decide as a matter of fact 
whether any particular house is of the description aimed at by 
statute. The matter has besn before the High Court on at least 
two occasions. In the first of these cases, Langdon v. Broadbent 
(37 L. T. 434), the court said that the object of the law is to 
promote health by preventing dirt and overcrowding, and that a 
house which received all comers, most of them being of an itinerant 
character, requires supervision in order to insure proper cleanli- 
ness, and is probably a common lodging-house; but that each case 
must be decided on its own facts. In the other case, Boothy. Ferrett 
(88 W. R. 718: 25 Q. B.D. 87), which was the case of a 
Salvation Army shelter to which were admitted only the most 
destitute of men, Lord Coterinaer, C.J., said, ‘‘ A lodging-house 
such as that which we have to deal with here—a charitable 
institution, not kept for purposes of gain, not open to every- 
body, but only to such persons, under such conditions, and at 
such times, as the keeper of it chooses—is not liable to the 
dangers against which the statutes were directed”; and 
Maruew, J., said, “A common lodging-house, in its ordinary 
sense, means a lodging-house kept by somebody for the 
purpose of profit, and open to all comers, whether 
of a certain class or not.” The Rowton houses cannot 
be said to be charitable institutions, although they are car- 
ried on from philanthropic motives, for they are more than 
self-supporting, and return a dividend to the shareholders, but 
they are not open to all comers, as men who are not clean are 
rejected, and there is discretion in the managers to reject 
others. Every lodging-house keeper, however, must have a 
certain amount of discretion to reject applicants, and the test of 
being open to all comers seems unsatisfactory. The magistrate 
found, as a fact, that these housss are not of the same nature es 
common lodging-houses, but are more of the nature of well- 
conducted hotels for the reception of poor men, and he dismissed 
the summons with costs. In short, it would probably be unfortu- 
nate if the term “common lodging-house” were too clearly 
defined. As far as the public welfare is concerned, the point is 
whether or not the house is such as should be under supervisior, 
and magistrates may be safely trusted to decide on the facts cf 
each case whether or not any particular house needs supervision, 








TWO CENTURIES OF CRIMINAL LAW, 
I. 


Ir has recently been proposed to throw our whole system of 
criminal jurisprudence into the crucible of official discussion, 
and the institution of circuit has actually got there. It happens 
that on the 19th of July two hundred years ago there began—and 
apparently ended—a trial than which few, perhaps, ever made a 
greater stir throughout the length and breadth of the land. 
Upon a review it may turn out that in the last two centuries 
we have made much progress in the art in which at the present 
moment we are trying to make more progress; it cannot but 
be that we shall meet sure signs of the times having improved 
generally, for if a great criminal trial illustrates anything it 
illustrates social history. 

The trial was that of Srenczr Oowrrr and others at the 
Hertford Assizes for the murder of Saran Srovr on the previous 
13th of March. The mere appearance of such a person as 
Cowrer in the dock as a prisoner even on a trivial charge would 
have caused a sensation, and subsequent events have made this 
incident unique in legal annals. With the exception of the judge 
(Pornam), who began his career as a highwayman, there has 
never been on our bench a judge who has passed through any 
vicissitude comparable to that of being tried for his life. 

Spencer Cowper died a judge of the Common Pleas in 1728. 

Macavtay’s beautiful observation, by the way, that ‘‘on the 

judicial bench he distinguished himself by the humanity which 

e never failed to shew to unhappy men who stood, as he had 

once stood, at the bar,’’ reminds us of Piaro’s remark that the 

physician should know what pain is. Then his elder brother 

WI1.1AM rose to be.in 1707 (the first) Lord Chancellor of Great 

Britain, and first Earl Cowrer. In 1699 both his father (Sir 

Wit1am Cowrsr, second baronet) and his brother WituaM 















todo so, Considering the object in view in providing for the 





represented Hertford in the House of Commons in the Whig 
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interest—the moment, by the way, was critical for the fortunes 
of the Whig party. Spzncer was a practising barrister of 
Lincoln’s-inn, having chambers there, and he was married and 
lived at the Bridge House, Southwark, which was his official 
residence as Comptroller of the Bridge House Estates, a post 
given to him by the Corporation of the City. He went the 
Home Circuit. Thus he was a gentleman of family and position, 
and probably well-to-do. It may be added that he was 
grandfather of Cowrrr, the poet. 

The story is picturesquely told by MacavLay, more suo, in 
chapter 25 of the History. The Jocus classicus from which all 
our citations are taken is Howell’s State Trials, Vol. XLII, coll. 
1106-1190, The following sober and concise summary of the 
trial is from Foss’s ‘“‘ Judges of Eogland,” a better, if less 
entertaining, authority than Macautay : 

‘“‘Residiog with her mother in that town [ Hertford] was a 
young woman named Saran Srovt, the daughter of a respect- 
able Quaker, deceased, who had been a firm friend of the 
Cowrers ; and both the brothers and their wives had shewn a 
kind interest in her welfare. At the Spring Assizes of 1699 
Spencer had dined with her on the 13th of March, and, after 
supper had gone home to his lodgings about eleven o'clock. On 
the next morning she was found in the river, and an inquest 
was immediately held on the body, at which Spencer CowrEr 
was present and gave his evidence, which resulted in a verdict 
that the deceased drowned herself, being non compos mentis. 
About a month after this, with no further evidence than was 
submitted to the coroner’s jury, the mother and brother 
commenced a prosecution charging, not only Spencer 
Cowrer, but two attorneys and a scrivener, who had been 
heard making some loose remarks at their lodgings about 
the girl, with first strangling her and then throwing her into 
the water where she was found. The parties were summoned 
before Lord Chief Justice Hoxt, who at first dismissed them, 
but after two subsequent examinations was induced on the 19th 
of May to commit Mr. Cowrer for trial to the King’s Bench 
Prison, where he remained till the next assizes. The prisoners 
were arraigned at Hertford on the 16th of July, and after a 
long trial were acquitted, as Lurrrett remarks, ‘to the eatis- 
faction of the auditors.’ Everyone who reads the trial must 
join in this satisfaction, fora more unfounded charge could not 
e made. Judge Harszt presided, and by his querulousness at 
the trial and the stupidity of his summing-up, the prisoners had 
certainly no cause to thank him for their acquittal.” 

The real explanation of the mystery may as well be given 
in Macavtay’s words: “The lady had lately sunk into a 
melancholy of a kind not very unusual in girls of strong 
sensibility and lively imagination who are subject to the 
restraints of austere religious societies. Her dress, her looks, 


her gestures indicated the disturbance of her mind. She some- | 


times hinted her dislike of the sect to which she belonged. 
. . .« She threatened to go beyond the sea, to throw herself 
out of window, to drown herself. To two or three of her 
associates she owned that she was in love, and on one 
occasion she plainly said that the man whom she loved was 
one whom she never could marry. In fact, the object of 
her fondness was Srencer Cowrzr, who was already married. 
She at length wrote to him in language which she never 
would have used if her intellect had not been disordered. 
He, like an honest man, took no advantage of her unhappy 
state of mind, and did his best to avoid her. . . it 
was necessary, however, that he should see her when he came 
to Hertford at the Spring Assizes of 1699. She pressed 
him to be the guest of her family, but he excused himself and 
retired. The next morning she was found dead among the 
stakes of a mill dam on the stream called the Priory river. That 
she had destroyed herself there could be no reasonable doubt. 
The coroner’s inquest found that she had drowned herself while 
in a state of mental derangement. But her family was unwilling 
to admit that she had shortened her own life, and looked about 
for somebody who might be accused of murdering her.” 

Baron Harszxt, the judge, must not be confused with the 
author of the “ Precedents.” He was removed from the bench 
coon after Axxx came to the throne. To shew how this sort of 
thing was done, consule Planco, we may cite Mr. Foss: “ He 


series of good acd 


informing him that he might forbear sitting the next morning, 
the first day of term [1702], Her Majesty designing hig 
quietus.” And this after the Revolution! The truth is that 
there is some misunderstanding as to the famous clause ip 
the Act of Settlement, 1700 (1701) (12 & 13 Will. 3, c. 2, e. 3), 
which runs: ‘‘ That after the said limitation shall take 
effect as aforesaid, judges’ commissions be guam diu se beng 
gesserit, and their salaries ascertained and established; bu 
upon the address of both Houses of Parliament it may be 
lawful to remove them.” Thus this clauso was not t) 
take effect till ‘‘ after the said limitation ’’—i.c, after the death 
of Queen (then Princess) Anne (section 3). So in 1702 the 
sovereign still had the right to treat Harsett as she did. The 
part of the section just cited was repealed in 1881 by 44 & 45 
Vict. c. 59 (Statute Law Revision), on the ground that it was 
superseded in 1873 by 38 & 39 Vict. c. 77,8. 5 (Judiciture Act), 
which enacts that “all the judges of the High Court of Justices 

with the exception of the Lord Chancellor sha!l hold 
their offices as such judges respectively during good behaviour 
and subject to a power of removal by Her Majesty, on an 
address presented to Her Majesty by both Houses of Parlia- 
ment.” Nowadays, of course, we do not remove judges from 
the bench, but it has been felt that there is no convenient 
machinery for challenging an improper appointment by the 
Crowa on the nomination of the Chancellor. 

The proceedings before Hotz, C.J., strike us as odd not go 
much because a judge and a chief justice holds a preliminary 
investigation—for there were no stipendiary magistrates then, 
|and judges were often resorted to where the polics-courts or 
petty sessions would be now—as because he should have allowed 
himself, after granting all the defendants bail at two previous 
examinations, to be prevailed upon by family importunity to 
commit Oowrer and Marson, one of the other defendants, to 

rison. 
¥ Manson, indeed, sued out a habeas corpus and was admitted to 
bail, but when Cowrer appeared on a similar writ in the King’s 
Bench the court was equally divided on the question of bail, and 
| he was remanded to prison. There he might have lain 
| indefinitely—for he does not seem to have been committed for 
| trial —had he himeelf, finding that the prosecution took no steps, 

not issued a writ to get himself tried at Hertford. Whereupon 

the prosecution promptly issued their writ for the same purpose. 
| As it was he lay in prison the whole of Trinity Term, 1699, and 
| —N.B.—“ part of the Long Vacation” (which seems to have 
/ begun on the 13th of June)—over two months inall. Itis 





‘them is due the present outcry for the reform of the circuit 


| system. 
| Even now it is very difficult to get bail on a charge of murder, 
but the evidence before Horr even as to Cowrzr must have bean 
of the flimsiest. Altogether we may conclude that nowadays 
greater caution is exercised ia the first stage. Moreover, the 
immemorial common law right of indicting anyone before a 
rand jury has been considerably restricted by the Vexatious 
Gabtansle Act of 1859, though this statute does not apply to 
a charge of murder, and the persecutors or prosecutors of 
Spencer Cowrer could still take their bill to a grand jury 
without any preliminary process if they thought proper. 

Now we come to the report of the trial itself. It may be 
noticed at once that there was, two huadred years ago, no law 
reporting in the modern sense of the term. ‘“ Modern reporting,” 
says Sir Freperick Portock, “may be said to begin with Sit 
James Burrow’s Reports (1765).” There is, on the whole, aa 
excellent account of the trial, but its form is not comparable 
with that, say, of an authorised report of a case at the Old Bailey 
to-day. To begin with, the first edition of the State Trials was 
not published till 1719, twenty years after the event. It must, 
therefore, have been derived, at the best, from contemporary 
newspaper (or possibly manuscript) accounts, revised, perhaps, 
for it is very doubtful, by such counsel and other actors thereim 
who were available about 1719. ~But even these accounts could 
not have been verbatim; the obvious gaps and confusions, 
trailing off sometimes into incoherencies, shew that the shorthand 
writer was not using dis art. The work rather resembles 4 

fall notes taken at the time, but missing 








suddenly received a message from Lord Keeper Wnricut, something every now and then, just as it is supposed AnisrorLE’s 


| notorious that delays of this sort are common even now; to — 


But in the matter of bail we have improved. . 
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Ethics have come down to us. But, above all, it must be 
remembered that these cases were selected not so much to edify 
as to amuse, at any rate not with the sole purpose of formulating 
or illustrating a point of law. (‘State trial,” by the way, in 
this collection often simply equals what we should call a Treasury 
prosecution ; Cowrer’s is a good instance.) Consequently there 
is no headnote and no dealing with legal principles or points of 
procedure, as such. From this point of view, the report is not 
nearly so valuable as any in, for instance, Cox’s Criminal Cases. 

It is worth noting that the report seldom says of what rank 
or occupation a witness is, though it often comes out in his 
testimony. On the other hand, the English is better ; it is that 
of the time, more homely and vigorous, and still has many quaint 
turns—¢.g., educated folk still say ‘‘ was you?” commonly, and 
CowrER is made to say “‘ you was” and ‘‘you were” in the 
same sentence (1130). The dead spinster is always ‘‘ Mrs.” (i ¢., 


ift or benefit is conferred upon him or any member of his 
family, while the confidential relation exists, to insist upon his 
client taking competent and independent advice: Goddard vy. 
Carlisle (9 Price, 169). So inflexible is this rule that no such 
gift can stand unless it is observed, although the donor fully 
understands what he is doing, and is ia fact related to the 
donee and desirous of conferring the benefit upon him. Thus 
in Zales v. Terry (1895, 2 Q. B. 679) the donee, the solicitor’s 
wife, was a niece of the donor, who fully understood what she 
was doing and was anxious to benefit her niece. But as she 
was not independently advised the transaction was set aside. 
As it was put by Lord Erskine in Wright v. Proud (13 Ves. 
136), ‘‘Independently of all fraud, an attorney shall not take 
a gift from his client while the relation subsists, though the 
transaction may be, not only free from fraud, but the most 
moral in its nature.” In Barron v. Willis this principle was 





mistress) Saran Stour. And many other such matters might be | invoked in order to upset a deed, made in 1891 between the 













adduced. But, on the whole, there has unquestionably been an 


improvement in this department. 
The first thing to notice is the indictment, which, of course, 
was in Latin ; it was not till 1731 that English was substituted. 


The theory, if it can be so dignified, of the prosecution was that 
the poor girl had been strangled first and then thrown dead into 
the water. Accordingly the indictment alleged at length that 


the prisoners used “a certain rope of no value” to “hold, 
squeeze, and gripe”’ her throat and to choke and strangle her. 
The reference to the price of the lethal instrument, and, indeed, 
all the verbiage and the sacrosanctity of the whole system, has 
long since been swept away. Even now the accused are not 
(with one or two exceptions) entitled to a copy of the document, 
and still never see it or hear it read till they are in court, but 
in effect they or their counsel can always get it if they want it, 
though, as a rule, the matter is of little practical importance. 
The same state of things exists with regard to the list of 
witnesses. We may be certain that Cowrrr and his fellows 
would have been refused both advantages. In certain events 
(under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35, s. 5) the expenses of the prisoner's 
witnesses are now paid, and some thinkers would put these 
witnesses on exactly the same footing as to costs as those for 
the prosecution. 

A curious and not diepleasing opening formula has dis- 
appeared. The prisoner pleads ‘‘ Not guilty.” 

Crerk or Arratens: Culprit, how wilt thou be tried ? 

Outrrir: By God and my country. 

Cierk: God send you a good deliverance. 

“Qulprit ” here does not express belief in the prisoner’s guilt ; 
it is a word accidently formed on a false analogy. [See 
4 Blackstone Commentaries, 339, 340.] Being tried by “my 
country” meant, of course, by a jury who represented the 
country. 


(Zo be continued.) 








THE DUTY OF A SOLICITOR TO ADVISE HIS 
CLIENT TO SEEK INDEPENDENT ADVICE. 


Tux case of Barron v. Willis (reported elsewhere) is interest- 
ing and instructive to solicitors as throwing a good deal of light 
upon the most delicate relationship which can exist between 
solicitor and client—namely, the dual position of being at once 
professional adviser to and confidential friend of the family. 
This dual rdle often gives rise to most complicated situations in 
Which a solicitor’s duty and his interest or personal inclinations 


plaintiff and her husband, by which the plaintiff voluntarily gave 
up a general power of appointment under a marriage settlement of 
1890, and thus rendered less liable to failure a reversionary 
interest which the son of the family solicitor, who prepared the 
deed, took under such settlement. Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy, 
while reaffirming and recognizing the principle to its fullest 
extent, decided that, although it might have been invoked to 
upset the original settlement of 1890, it could not be used to 
invalidate the deed of 1891, because that transaction was purely 
between hnsband and wife. 

This gave rise to the second question— Wether a solicitor, 
acting for the husband in a transaction in which the wife 
executes a voluntary deed in her husband’s favour, ought to 
advise his client that the wife must have independent advice ? 
This deperds upon whether the doctrine of Huguenin v. Basley 
(2 White & Tudor’s L. O. 597), that ‘‘ voluntary donations 
obtained by persons standing in some confidential or other 
relationship towards the donor in which dominion may be 
exercised over him,” applies to the relationship of husband and 
wife. That doctrine has been applied to the influence of a 
man over a woman to whom he has been engaged to be 
married (Page v. Horne, 11 Beay. 227); to a case where a 
widower married the sister of his deceased wife (Coulson v. 
Allison, 2 De G. F. & J. 521); and to the undue influence of an 





elder over a younger sister: Harvey v. Mount (8 Beav. 439). In 
all such cases the onus of proving the dona fides of the trans- 
action lies upon the person receiving the benefit, and the absence 
of independent advice will usually be fatal to their claim. 
But Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy, in Barron v. Willis, held that 
the rule does not apply between husband and wife, and that the 
onus proband: lies on the party who impugns the transaction ; 
and the learned judge relied in support of his view on the cases 
of Nedby v. Nedby (5 DeG. & Sm. 377) and Grigsby v. Cox 
(1 Ves. sen. 517), and on the recognized validity of mortgages 
by a wife to secure her husband’s debts, although similar mort- 

ages by a son just after attaining his majority have been held 
invalid, In acting for the husband in such a transaction, there- 
fore, a solicitor need not insist on the wife having independent 
advice, but it will always ba advisable todo so excep: in the 
simplest cases. 

The case of Barron v. Willis is also instructive upon the question 
of what constitutes the relationship of solicitor and client between 
a solicitor who holds the position of friend of the family and a 
member of the family. Eich case must, of course, depend upon 
its own facts. In Barron v. Willis the wife, except as a friend 
of the family, had only seen the solicitor oa a few occasions, in 
company with other persons who were admittedly his clients, 











are very likely to conflict, and in which the two rédles tend to 
become so confounded that it is often difficult for the most 
conscientious and skilful practitioner to steer clear of the 
imnumerable pitfalls arising from such a relationship. 

When placed in such a difficult situation, it is sometimes the | 
duty, and in all cases the wisest course, for the solicitor to advise | 
his clients to take independent advice, or at any rate to decline | 
to act in any family arrangement for more than one of the 

arties, and to advise the others to seek independent advice. | 
ut there is one long-established and inflexible rule on this head | 
which must always be scrupulously observed—namely, that it is 
the duty of a solicitor in any transaction in which a voluntary 








The solicitor had made no charge for any of her visite, and his 
entries only related to advice given her in a general way and to 
general discussions on family differeress. Oa these facts it was 


held that the relationship did no: exist. 








On Wednesday the Royal Assent was given by Commission to ninety-eight 
Bills, including the Appropriation Bill, University of London Act (1898) 
Amendment Bill, Seats for Shop Assistants Bill, Colonial Loans Bill, 
Naval Works Bill, Telegraphs (Telephonic Commun‘cation) Bill, Board of 
Education Bill, Royal N er Company Bill, Military W Bill, Sale of 
Focd and Drugs Bill, Small Houses (Acquisition of Ownership) bill, and 
the Money and General Powers Bill of the London County Council. 





704 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Aug. 12, 1899. 





REVIEWS. 
REAL PROPERTY LAW, 


Reat Property Law. By W. H. Hastines Keke, M.A,, 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This little book is crammed with learning, pressed down and 
running over. In 150 pages of demy octavo is compressed 8 
summary of Real Property Law from the old historical subjects of 
tenure and estates, through the statutes of uses, wills and tenures, 
down to the details of the modern Conveyancing and Settled Land 
Acts and the Statutes of Limitations. It is a bold effort, but the 
author modestly disclaims any desire to supplant other text-books, 
and offers this to students as a guide to, and summary of, those 
ordinarily in use—a sort of sketch map of the whole field of the 
subject. It will be most usefal as a digest to read up before exam- 
inations. As an introduction to the subject it has a defect. All 
attempt at style is sacrificed to condensation, for which purpose a 
sort of technical dialect is adopted—e.y., ‘‘enfranchisement takes 
place at C. L. or under Cop. A,” meaning thereby ‘‘ at common law 
or under the Copyhold Acts.” It is almost like reading a text-book 
in the style of Key & Elphinstone’s precedents. The contrast to 
Littleton, Lord St. Leonard's letters, or Joshua Williams’ early 
editions is very marked; and a youth ‘‘commencing lawyer” will, 
we fear, be conside:ably puzzled. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Practitioner’s Guide to the Duties of Executors and Admini- 
strators, from Death to Distribution; with which is Incorporated 
Layton and Hart’s Practical Guide to the Making and Proving of 
Wills. Second Edition. Revised and Corrected by J. F.C. BENNETT, 
Solicitor of the Supreme Court. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


The Law of Meetings: Being a Concise Statement of the Law 
Respecting the Conduct and Control of Meetings in General; In- 
cluding Political, Social, and other Meetings; Meetings of Com- 
panies, County Councils, Borough Councils, District Councils, Boards 
of Guardians, Parish Councils, Parish Meetings, Vestries, and School 
Boards. By GEoRGE BLACKWELL, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. Butterworth & Co. 

The Ethics of Advocaty. By Smowett Rocers, M.A., LL.D. 
(Reprinted from the Zaw Quarterly Review, July, 1899). Stevens & 
Sons (Limited), 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
FIRE INSURANCE—VENDOR AND PURCHASER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have read the letters of your two correspondents, ‘‘ H.” 
and ‘‘ F. G. L.,”’ in the Sortcrrors’ JouRNAL of to-day’s date and I 
would suggest, as a simple solution of the difficulty, that immediately 
on the signing of the contract the purchaser or his solicitor should 
effect, in the purchaser’s name, a temporary insurance (for, say, three 
months) which on completion of the purchase can be made permanent. 

I invariably take this precaution for my clients and never trouble 
my head about any insurance effected by the vendor; but, of course, 
if the property be leasehold, on completion of the purchase I take 
care to effect an insurance in strict compliance with the covenants in 
the lease. A. H. 

Lincoln’s-inn, 5th August, 1899, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


R: NEIL MACKENZIE, Ex parte THE SHERIFF OF HERTFORDSHIRE. 
Wo, 2, 28th July & 4th Aug. 


Bankrvrptcy — Execution — Snerirr ry Possession or Goons or Person 
WHO IS AFTERWARDS MADE BankrurT—Sate py SHeEeRirr—Norice ry 
Banxrvrt’s Lanpiorp or Cram ror Rent—Criam py Orvictat REcerver 
TO WHOLE oF Proceeps or Satz, Less Costs or Execution—Dety or 
Suertrr-8 Anne c. 14—Banxrertcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 38), 
83. 42, 46—Banxevrrtcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 11, 28. 

This was an appeal by the Sheriff of Hertfordshire against a decision of 

@ Divisional Court con:isting of Wright and Bigham, JJ. ‘re>orted ante, 

p. 589), to the effect that the trustee in b:nkruptcy was entitle i to recover 

from the sheriff the sum of £32 10s. which the sheriff hed piid to the 

bankrupt’s landlord, out of the proceeds of an execution upon the bank- 
rupt’s goods, for rent of premises occupied by the bankrupt. On the 18th 
of August, 1898, a writ of fieri facias was issued under which the Sheriff of 

Hertfordshire on the following day levied upon the goods of the debtor. 





The sheriff sold the goods on the 14th of September, and on the 16th of 
September he received notice that a bankruptcy petition had been presented 
against the debtor. On the 6th of October the debtor’s landlord gave the 
sheriff notice that one quarter’s rent, amounting to £32 10s., was due by the 
debtor. The sheriff afterwards received notice that a receiving order had 
been made on the 12th of October, and that the debtor had been adjudicated 
a bankrupt on the 15th of October. On the 22nd of October the sheriff paid 
the landlord the sum of £32 10s., which he claimed, ard. handed over to 
the official receiver, who was then the trustee in the bankruptcy, the 
balance of the proceeds of sale. The trustee ia bankruptcy subsequently 
appointed afterwards applied to the judge of the Edmonton County Court 
for an order directing the sheriff to pay to him the said sum of £32 10s, 
The county court judge held that the sheriff, after he had received notice of 
the commencement of bankruptcy proceedings, was wrong in paying the 
landlord what he claimed, and an order was made for the payment of the 
sum of £32 10s. to the trustee in bankruptcy. The sheriff appealed to the 
Queen’s Bench Division, when Wright and Bigham, JJ., affirmed the 
decision of the county court judge, and dismissed the appeal with costs, 
The sheriff then, by leave of the Divisional Court, appealed to the Court of 
Appeal. The case was argued on the 28th July, 1899, and judgment, 
which was then reserved, was delivered on the 4th of August, 


Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., Sir F. H. Jeunz, P., and Romer, L.J,) 
allowed the appeal. 


Linptey, M.R., read the judgment of the court, in which, after con. 
sidering (1) the rights of a landlord as against his tenant’s trustee in 
bankruptcy where there is no execution against the tenant ; (2) the rights 
of a landlord against a sheriff who has seized the tenant’s goods where 
there is no bankruptcy; (3) the rights of a landlord and of the sheriff 
where the goods of the tenant have been seized by the sheriff under ar 
execution and the tenant has afterwards become bankrupt, he continued: 
In the present case the execution is not overridden so as to make it and 
the sale under it invalid. Section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, is 
qualified by section 46, sub-section 3, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and 
the landlord was prevented by the execution from distraining. There is 
no provision in the Bankruptcy Acts which can deprive the sheriff of his 
right or the landlord of his unless it be eection 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1890. Sub-section 1 of that section does not apply, for the sale preceded 
the notice of the receiving order. But we are not at all satisfied that 
section 11, sub-section 1, which is a general enactment, repeals the statate 
of Anne, which is a special enactment applicable to a particular case, 
Section 11, sub-section 2, is the enactment which is relied upon in this 
case against the sheriff. But this section has not, in our opinion, 
rendered it wrong for him to pay the landlord that which the sheriff 
had a right to pay him for his own indemnity, and that which the 
landlord had a right to have paid to him in lieu of his right to sue 
on the statute of Anne. ‘There is not a word in the sub-section which 
shews that the special case provided for by the statute of Anne was 
being dealt with, and the concluding words of the sub-section tend 
strongly to shew that it was not. The expression “‘ goods of a debtor” is 
used, but there is nothing to shew that the enactment applies to goods of 
a debtor which are subject to the rights of persons other than the execution 
debtor and execution creditor, and to override such rights. The section 
deals with the rights of the execution creditor, the execution debtor, and 
the sheriff, when he has no legal duties to third parties; but the section is 
limited to ordinary cases of execution. Goods which belong to a judgment 
debtor and are seized by the sheriff, but which are impounded by the 
statute of Anne until the landlord is paid, are not ‘‘ goods of a debtor” 
which have to be handed over by the sheriff to the trustee in bankruptcy under 
rection 11. Nor are the proceeds of gale of such goods to be handed over 
free from the rights of the landlord or of the sheriff for his own indemnity. 
Even if the trustee jn bankruptcy can require the sheriff to hand owr the 
goods or proceeds, we see rothing to displace the right of the landlord 
under the statute of Anne to have those goods kept unremoved, or his 
right, sanctioned by long practice, to be paid out of their proceeds if they 
have been rem>ved and sold contrary to the statute. This was the con- 
clusion arrived at by the Court of Appeal in Ireland in Re M‘Carthy 
(7 L. R. Ir. Ch. 473), and is in accordance with Duck vy. Braddyll 
(M‘Cl-land 217, and 13 Price 455), if we understand that case rightly. 
Toe judgment in Re M‘Carthy really concludes this case, so far as an Irish 
decision can conclude an English one on similar Acts of Parliament. 
But as Re M’Carthy is not technically binding on this court, we have 
thought it necessary to look into the authorities, and, having done so, we 
have come to the conclusion that that decision is in accordance with the 
English Bankruptcy Acts, and we follow it accordingly. It is said that 
Gethin v. Wilks, Gale v. Wilks (2 Dowl. 189), is opposed to this view. 
We can understand that case if the execution was overreached by the 
bankruptcy, to that the landlord could distrain, but it is unintelligible 
uvl:s3 this were the case. The execution was clearly treated as void, and 
that is the explanation of the case. Lee v. Lopes (15 East 230) is open to 
the same observation, but, in addition, the landlord was the execution 
creditor, and bad by issuing execution lost his right t> distrain end the 
benefit of the statute. The conclusion thus arrived at is in accordance 
with common-sen:e, The trustee in bankruptcy cmims the proceeds of 
the sale of the goods, which have been properly sold only if the landlord is 
to be paid out of the proceeds; the trustee can only claim the benefit of 
the sale subject to tho:e rights. The sheriff has paid the landlord, and is 
entitled to deduct the amount before he pays over the balance to the 
trustee. The appeal must be aJlowed with costs here and below.—Counsel, 
W. 0. A. J. Danckwerts and R. D. Muir; Muir Mackenzie and H. Lynn, 


Soricrrors, Paterson, Snow, § Co.; Weatherfield, Sim, § Barnes. 
[Reported by R, C. Maoxenziz, Barrister-at-Law. ! 
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Re DRIVER, Fx parte THE SHERIFF OF LANCASHIRE. No. 2. 
28th July. 


Banxrtrrcy—Execution—Suerirr In Possession or Goovs or Person 
wHo 1s Arrerwarps Mapre Banxrupt—Sate py Suerirr—Norice sy 
Bankrupt’s LANDLonD or CLam ror Rent—Crarm By Orricrat Receiver 
to WHOLE oF Procereps or Satz, Less Costs or Exrcvtron—Dvuty or 
fnertrr—8 Anne, c. 14--Banxruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 
11. 

This was an appeal by the Sheriff of Lancashire from a decision of a 
Divisional Court, consisting of Wright and Bigham, JJ. (reported ante, p. 
588), to the effect that the official receiver was entitled to an order 
directing the sheriff, notwithstanding that he had received notice of a 
claim by the bankrupt’s landlord for £42 for rent of premises occupied by the 
bankrupt, to pay over to the official receiver the whole of the prcceeds of 
sale, deducting only the costs of the execution. On the 15th of November, 
1897, the sheriff took possession of the goods of the debtor under a writ of 

i facias ; and on the 18th of November he received notice from the 
landlord that the sum of £42 was due to him for rent. The sheriff 
proceeded with the execution without requiring the execution creditor to pay 
the rent, or paying it himself. Some of the goods were sold on the 23rd of 
November. On the 24th of November the sheriff received notice that the 
judgment debtor had presented a bankruptcy petition against himself, and 
for this reason the sheriff asked for the leave of the official receiver to sell 
the remainder of the goods. On the 25th of November a receiving order 
was made against the debtor, and next day the official receiver telegraphed 
to the sheriff to sell on his behalf. On the 29th of November the official 
receiver gave the sheriff formal notice of the receiving order, and claimed 
the proceeds of the sale. The sheriff, who had sold the remainder of the 
goods, informed the official receiver that it was his intention to pay to the 
landlord the sum of £42 which he claimed, and then to hand over to the 
official receiver the balance of the proceeds of sale. The official receiver 
thereupon applied to the judge of the Blackpool County Court for an order 
directing the sheriff to hand over to him the whole of the proceeds 
of sale, deducting only the costs of the execution. The judge 
held that the sheriff was entitled to pay the landlord out of tke 
pe of sale before handing them over to the official receiver. 

e official receiver appealed to the Queen’s Bench Division, where 
Wright and Bigham, JJ., reversed the decision of the county couit judge, 
and gave judgment for the official receiver with costs. The sheriff, by 
leave of the Divisional Court, appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., Sir F. H. Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Linptey, M.R., said that when the correspondence was looked at, the 
case of the official receiver was perfectly hopeless. The appeal must be 
allowed, with costs against the official receiver, which he must get out of 
the assets if he could. 

Sir F. H. Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, P. Rose 
Innes ; Muwr Mackenzie, Sotrcrrons, Wilson, White, § Co. ; Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade. 

[Reported by R, C, Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re NATIONAL BANK OF WALES, CORY’S APPEAL. No..2. 
2nd August. 


Company—Dimectrors—Drviprenps Parp Ovt or Prorirs—Loss or Carirau 
—MIsreasANCE—NEGLIGENCE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J. The facts were as 
follow: The National Bank of Wales was a limited banking company 
formed in 1879 with a capital of £2,000,000, divided into 100,U00 shares of 
£20 each. The shares issued were never paid up in full, £10 being paid up 
and the remaining £10 being uncalled. ‘Che paid-up capital amounted in 
1884 to £125,000, and it so remained until 1890, when it was increased to 
£225,000. The appellant, Mr. John Cory, was a director of the company 
from about the year 1884 up to December, 1890, when he resigned. After 
his resignation the company made large advances on insufficient security, 
and also tcok over an insolvent business which greatly embarrassed it. 
The National Bank then determined to amalgamate with another company 
and to wind up. An agreement was entered into between the National 
Bank and the Metropolitan Bank for the transfer to the Metropolitan 
Bank of all the assets of the National Bank, except the uncalled capital, 
and for the payment by the Metropolitan Bank of all the debts and 
liabilities of the National Bank, provided that if the assets transferred 
exceeded the liabilities the excess should be returned to the National Bank, 
while if the assets transferred should prove insufficient to discharge 
the liabilities, the excess should be made good by the Nationa) Bank. On 
an investigation being made into the affairs of the National Bank it 
appeared that the whole of the paid-up capital had been lost, and that 
there was a deficiency of £41,000 which would have to be made good. 
The loss was largely attributable to the fact that a large number of debts 
due to the bank from its customers turned out to be bad, and large sums 
advanced to its directors and owing by them were irrecoverable. It also 
appeared that large dividends had been paid which, if proper provision 
had been made for bad debts, would never have been recommended to the 
shareholders. The director and manager of the National Bank were 
Criminally prosecuted and convicted. The liquidator issued a summons 
against Mr. John Cory asking for a declaration that he as director was 
guilty of misfeasance and breach of trust—(1) in authorizing, sanctioning, 
or participating in the payment to sharehclders of the company of interest 
cr dividends as their respective shares out of the capital of the company, 
and might be ordered to repay to the liquidator the amount eo paid during 
the period in which he acted as director; (2) in ing or sanctioning 
Amproper advances out of the funds of the company in contrayention of 





the articles, whereby a loss accrued to the company, and that he might be 
ordered to repay to the liquidator the amount of that loss ; (3) in making 
or sanctioning improper advances to customers, and allowing overdrawn 
accounts and debts of customers to continue with the knowledge that 
those customers were or were reputed to be insolvent or otherwise unable 
to pay the amount of their indebtedness, whereby a loss bad accrued to 
the company, and that he might be ordered to repay to the liquidator the 
amount of that’ loss. Wright, J., held that (2) and (3) had not been 
established, but that (1) had, and he ordered Mr. Oory to pay to the 
liquidator £37,000 with interest at 5 per cent. Mr. Cory appealed, and the 
liquidator issued a cross-appeal in respect of (2) and (3). 

Tue Court (Lixpiry, M.R., Jung, P., and Romsr, L.J.) allowed the 
appeal, and dismissed the cross-a: > 

The judgment of the court was delivered by 

Linptey, M.R.: (His lordship stated the facts, and that the court were 
of opinion that Mr. Cory had been deceived and was not guilty in any way 
of jraud or conduct amounting to fraud, and continued). e liquidator 
has taken the view that the dividends declared und paid by the company 
while Mr. John Cory was a director, were all paid out of the capital of the 
company, and the evidence adduced by the liquidator was directed to that 
effect. But when the evidence is examined, it seems plain that these 
dividends were not in fact paid out of paid-up capital, but were 
notwithstanding the loss of that capital and without shies it good. h 
a mode of dealing with the assets of a company, however reprehensible, 
must not be confounded with paying dividends out of paid-up capital. In 
no case can the paid-up capital of a ee ae | be lawfully returned to the 
shareholders under the guise of dividends or otherwise. (See Masonic, §c. 
Co. v. Sharpe, 40 W. R. 241; 1892, 1 Ch. 154). But paid-up capital which 
is lost can no more be applied in paying dividends than in paying debte. 
Its loss renders any subsequent application of it impossible. There was 
no such dealing with the paid-up capital of the company in this case as to 
amount to an illegal application of it. Further, it is not possible for the 
court to say that the be prohibits a limited company, even a limited 
banking company, from paying dividends unless its paid-up capital is 
intact. Suppose a heavy unexpected loss is sustained. It must be 
met if there are assets to meet it with. The capital, even uncalled 
capital, must, if necessary, be applied to meet it. Such an application of 
capital is a perfectly legitimate use of it. There is no law which in the 
case supposed prevents the payment of all future dividends until all the 
capital so expended is made good. Weare not prepared to sanction the 
notion that all debts incurred in carrying op a business can be properly 
permanently charged to capital, and that the excess of receipts over the 
other outgoings can properly afterwards be divided as profit as if there 
had been no Sevtante Tan No honest, competent man engaged in trade or 
commerce would carry on business in such a way. But excluding cases in 
which everyone can see that a particular debt or outlay cannot properly be 
charged to capital, it may safely be said that what losses can properly be 
charged to capital and what to income is a matter for business men to 
determine, and is often a matter on which honest and competent men may 
differ: see Gregory v. Hatchett (13 W. R. 34; 33 Bean 595,. There is no 
hard-and-fast rule on the subject. But there can be no doubt that if 
expenses or payments ate obviously improperly charged on capital, and 
are so charged simply to swell the apparent — and to make it appear 
that dividends may properly be declared, dividends declared under such 
circumstances cannot be treated as legitimately declared out of profits, aud 
can no more be justified than if they were paid out of capital: see Bloxam 
v. The Metropolitan Railway Co. (16 W. R. 490; 3 Ch. App. 337), Rance’s 
case (19 W. R. 293; 6 Ch. App. 104), The Oxford Benefit Building Society 
(35 W. R. 116; 35 Ch. D. 502), The Leeds Estate Co. v. Shepherd (36 W. R, 
322; 36 Ch. D. 787), Re The London and General Bank (1895, 2 Oh. 678). 
It would seem that Sir G, Jessel inclined to the opinion that a 
limited company could not pay dividends unless its paid-up capital 
was kept up: Re Ebbw Vale Co. (25 W. R. Dig. 48; 4 Ch. D. 827). 
But no decision has gone this length, and it has been held that 
dividends may be paid even by a limited company, even though 
its nominal capital is not paid up: Lee v. Neuchatel <Asphalte Co. 
(837 W. BR. 321; 41 Ch. D. 1), Verner v. General and Commercial Invest- 
ment Trust Co. (38 Sortcrrors’ Journat 384; 1894, 3 Ch. 239). What was 
lost there was fixed capital, and it is obvious that circulating capital or 
any other money employed in earning returns must be deducted from 
them in order to ascertain how much of them can be d as profit, 
If the returns do not exceed the money spent in procuring them, there 
can be no profits. It is not denied that in this case the annual receipts 
did exceed the annual outgoings, and the dividends haviog been paid out 
of the returns, the allegation that they were paid out of capital is not 
accurate. But it does not follow that to declare dividends year after year 
was justifiable. It cannot be denied that the balance-sheets were mis- 
leading. The shareholders were never told that the — was being 
constantly diminished by bad debts, and they were told that proper 
provision was made for these debts. The case is now reduced to the 
question whether Mr. Cory was justified in making the statements he did. 
The court has to determine whether he was justified by what he knew and 
ought to have known. In the Lagunas Case (ante, p. 622) it was stated that 
if direc'ors act within their powers, if they act with such care as may be 
reasonably expected, and if they act honestly for the benefit of the company 
they represent, they fulfil their equitable as well as their legal duty to the 
company. We adopt thisstatement of thelaw. Here the dividends did not 
in fact come out of the paid-up capital, and no fraud is established against 
Mr. John Cory. The inquiry therefore is reduced to the tations he 


made, and his alleged want of care and attention to the affairs of the bank, 
It is plain that directors are not liable for all the mistakes they may make, 
although if they had taken more care they might have been a:o'ded : Orer- 





Their negligence must be 


end, Gurney § Co. v, Gibb (L. R. 5 A. L. 480). 
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in p business sense culpable or gross: see Giblin v. McMullen (14 W. R. 
445; L. R. 2 P. C. 336). What we have to determine is whether Mr. John 
Cory was justified in making the statements he did, and whether he could 
be reasonably expected to find out more than he in fact knew. Cases like 
these are always cases of degree. In Leeds Estate Co. v. Shepherd the 
directors trusted their manager and were held liable. In Re Denham § Co. 
(25 Ch. D. 752) is more like the present case, and there the director was 
held not liable. On the evidence before us, we have come to the conclusion 
that Mr. John Cory made the statements he did honestly believing them to 
be true, and took such care to ascertain the truth as was reasonable at the 
time. It follows that. Mr. John Cory is not only not Jiable to make good 
the dividends declared, but also that he is not liable to refund those which 
he himself received as a shareholder, whether before or after in June, 1889, 
for there was no breach of trust in this matter alleged against him. [His 
lordship then dismissed the cross-appeal].—Covnsr1, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., 
Swinjen Eady, Q.O., Hart, and Nepean; Warmington, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., 
and Ingpen ; Sheldon. Soricrrors, Michael Abrahams, Sons § Co. ; Riddell, 
Vaizey, § Smith, for Thos. Williams, Neath. 


[Reported by J. I, Stintixc, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re TIERMANN’S PATENT. Cozens-Hardy, J. 6th, 7th, 10th, 11th, 12th, 
13th, 14th, 15th, 17th, and 18th July ; 3rd August. 


Practice—Costs on Hicuer Scate—Oost or SxHortxanp Nores— 
Patent. 


This was « petition for revocation of a patent for a chemical product 
produced by a difficult chemical process. Several of the greatest English 
and German chemists had been called as expert witnessss, and the trial 
had lasted ten whole days. In delivering judgment in favour of the 
respondents, his lordship observed upon the inconvenience of the rule 
which required the respondents to begin, remarking that some of the most 
important evidence had been given in reply, and that much time would 
have been saved if the petitioners had begun first attacking the patent. 
His lordship gave costs upon the higher scale. Shorthand notes of the 
evidence had been taken and transcribed from day to day during the trial, 
under an arrangement between the parties providing that each party 
should bear half the cost. Counsel for the petitioners submitted that the 
arrangement as to these costs was merely provisional, and asked that they 
might be costs in the action. His lordship raid that he could not have 
considered the evidence satisfactory without these notes, but that he was 
unable to make their costs cogts in the cause, it must be entirely left to the 
agreement between the parties.—Covnset, Moulton, Q.0., Astbury, Q.C., 
Colefax ; Cripps, Q.C., Terrell, Q.C., A. J. Walter, J. A. S. Buekniil. 
Sorscrrors, J. H. § J. L. Johnson ; Faithfull § Owen. 


[ Reported by Nevitie Tessurtr, Barrister-at-Law.: 
Re DANSON. Byrne, J. 4th August. 


Truster Convicrep or FreLony—RemovaL From TRUSTEESHIP—TRUSTEE 
Act, 1893, s. 25—R. 8. C., LV., 13a. 


This was an application by originating summons by two of the trustees 
of the will of Henry Danson, deceased, for an order under section 25 of 
the Trustee Act for appointing a new trustee of the will in the place of 
one R. J. Martinez-Danson, who had been convicted of felony and 
sentenced to one year’s imprisonment. On behalf of the trustee the 
objection was taken that the court had no jurisdiction on an application 
by summons to make an order removing a trustee against his will, but 
such an order could only be made in an action commenced by writ, and that 
the case did not come within ord. 55, r. 13a, which set out the applications 
under the Trustee Act which could be made by summone. 

Byrne, J., after sn unreported case of Re Betis had been referred to 
where the Court of Appeal confirmed an order made by Romer, J. (41 
Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 209), on an application by summons under section 25 
for the removal of a trustee who was bankrupt, held that he had 
jurisdiction to make the order asked for on summons.—CovnseL, 
Farwell, Q.C., and Prior; Levett, Q.C., and Gregson. So.icirors, 
Borradaile ; H. B. Beil. 


{Reported by Ratecn B. Pariirorrs, Barrister. at-Law.. 





High Court—-Queen’s Bench Division. 
MONCKTON v. PAYNE. Smith, L.J. 5th Aug. 


Liuitations, Stature or—Manor—Apmitrancr—ARBITRARY Finr—Fine 
ASssEssED AND DemanpED More Tran Srx Years Arrer Derenpanrs’ 
Apsirraxce — AccrvaL or Lorp’s Cause or AcTIOn—STATUTES oF 
Lourtarion, 21 Jac. 1, c. 16—3 & 4 Wii. 4, c. 42, s, 3. 


This was an action brought by E. P. Monckton as lord of the manor of 
Duddington, Northamptonshire, to recover from Mrs. Payne, a widow, 
the sum of £24, demanded as the assessed fine due from her on admis ion 
as @ tenant to a copyhold hereditament held of the manor. The defendant 
admitted that by the custom of the manor a fine covld be demanded, and 
that the amount asseseed by the lord for her admittance was reaeonable, 
but eaid the same could not be enforced against her since the writ in this 
action was not obtained until after six years bad ela from the time 
when the cause of action first accrued to the plaintiff, and therefore the 
Statutes of Limitation applying, no action in respect of the debt or 


RR 
‘* fine” could be maintained. The following were the admitted facts: In 
1884 the husband of the present defendant died, and by his will he devised 
to his wife his interest in certain licensed premises known as the Royal 
Oak Inn, Duddington, held by him as tenant of the manor at a rental of 
£16 per annum. By the custom of the manor of Duddington the lord was 
entitled to levy a reasonable fine to be assessed by himself on every tenant he 
admitted toa holding on the manor. Tae amount of the fine when so assessed 
and not objected to as excessive by the tenant, had then to be demanded 
by the steward, who was to require payment to be made at a place to be 
named within the _——— of the manor. At a court held for the said 
manor on the 5th of April, 1892, the defendant was duly admitted tenant 
of the Royal Oak Inn, where, since her husband’s death, she had continued 
to carry on business and had regularly paid the rent to the plaintiff. The 
question of the fine was not then raised, and nothing was done by the 
plaintiff in the matter until, at another court holden in February, 1898, the 
amount of the fine was assessed by the lord at the sum of £24. On the 2nd 
of September, 1898, the steward duly gave formal notice of the amount of 
the fine, and demanded payment from the defendant. The demand having 
been refused for the reason already mentioned, the writ was taken out in 
theze proceedings on the 13th of April, 1899, and the action set down 
under order 14. The master gave leave to defend, on the plea that the 
Statutes of Limitation were a bar to the plaintiff’sclaim. For the plaintiff 
it was contended that his right to sue for the fine did not arise until the 
2nd of September, 1898, for, although a fine became due when the defend. 
ant was admitted tenant in 1892, the amount of the fine being arbitrary— 
i.e., to be fixed in each case by the lord—was uncertain until so assessed 
by himself in February, 1898, and even then could not be sued for 
until demanded by the steward on the 2nd of September, 1898, 
No action, therefore, could have been brought by him to recover 
the fine until after the 2nd cof September, 1868. In other words, 
the right to sue for the fine was not complete until the tenant had 
been admitted and the fine assessed and demanded: Hayward v. Raw 
(6 H. & N. 308) and Miller v. Dell (1891; 1 Q. B. 468). For the 
defendant it was contended that the fine could not be enforced because 
the action had not been brought in time, as the lord’s right accrued 
on the admiesion by him of the tenant, and if the amount of the fine 
and the demand were not then made by the lord, both the latter — 
to complete his right to sue must follow the admission within a reasonable 
time. Whitfield vy. Hunt (2 Doug. 727 R.), Coburn v. Colledge (1897; 1 Q.B. 
702). The admission was the act that gave the lord the right to demand a 
fine. The assessment (where the fine was arbitrary) and the demand were 
conditions preceding the lord’s right to sue, but they were in the power of 
the lord, and the tenant was at his mercy. The statute was passed to 
make it obligatory upon the lord to exercise his right within a limited 
time. Re Bethell (34 Gh. D. 561) was cited. 

Sairn, L J., held that as the cause of action accrued when the defendant 
was admitted in April, 1892, the Statutes of Limitation were a good 
defence to this action, which was not commenced till the 13th of Apiil, 
1899. As the lord did not on the ground of expense or trouble think fis to 
complete his right so that he could sue upon it within cix years, there must 
ke judgment for the tenant. Judgment for the defendant accordingly 
with costs. Stay of execution refused.—CounsrL, RF. M. Bray, Q.C., and 
Clavell- Salter ; J. B. Matthews. Sorscrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Phillips, 
Evans, § Co., Stamford; Smiles § Co., for Welchman, Carricl:, § Jackman, 
Wisbeach. 

{Reported by Ensxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re VAUTIN, Fr parte SAFFERY. Wright, J. 24th Ju'y. 


Bankruptcy—Peririoninc Crepitor’s Dssr—Sxcvriry— Vaivation— 
RepEemptTion ny Trustee at AssessepD VALUE—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), Scuepure 2, x. 11, 12. 


In this case the petitioning creditor held security for part of his debt 
which he set forth in his petition and estimated at a certain value. Before 
the petitionivg creditor presented a proof, the trustee called upon him to 
surrender his security upon payment of the value at which he had aszessed 
it. The petitioning creditor refused the offer and the trustee moved the 
court for an order to compel him to surrender his security upon the term: 
offered. 

Wricut, J., held that the trustee had no right to compel a creditor to 
surrender his security on payment of the value at which be had assessed it 
in his petition ; and the rules 11 and 12 (a) of Schedule 2 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, which give a trustee power to redeem a security upon payment 
of the value at which it has been assessed, are only applicable after the 
creditor has presented a proof in which he has assessed the value of his 
security.—CounseL, Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, 
Q.C., and H. Kisch. Soxicrrors, Halse, Trustram, § Co. ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


KING v. HUTTON. Phillimore, J. 1st August. 


Banxrvuptcy—Stock Excuance Transactions—Banxkrurptcy or Broker— 
Dent ror Dirrerences Dug to CLient—CoLLectTIon or Agsrrs BY OrriciaAl 
Assiongk or Stock Excuanor—Svurrivs arrer Payment or rock 
Excuance Caeprrors—Ciam ny Trustee In BANKRUPTCY, 

Interpleader issue. Woodd, a stockbroker, was declared a defaulter on 
the Stock Excbavge upon the 30ch of December, 1898. In accordance 


with the rules of the Stock Exchange the official assignee of that body 





proceeded to collect his assets. Woodd had open a speculative account 
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- with a client named Hutton in four blocks of stocks. Some of there stocks 


head been bought on the 13th of December and sold on the 19th of 
December, and on that transaction there were profits amounting to £286 
due from Woodd to Hutton. After the official assignee had collected all 
Woodd's as e's and discharged his Stock Exchange liabilities, a balance of 
£500 remained in his hands. Hutton claimed £286 of that balance as 
impress d with a trust in bis favour, and the trustee in Woodd’s bankruptcy 
Jaimed the whole of the balance for the benefit of the general body of 
creditors. ‘The official assignee interpteaded. 

PutiMore, J., held that the sum of £286 was not impressed with any 
frust in favour of Hutton, and that the trustee was entitled to the whole of 
the balince in the hands cf the official assi Hutton’s only remedy 
was to prove in tte bankruptcy for bis protits.—CounsrL, H. Reed, Q.C., 
and Muir Mackenzie ; Rufus Isaas, Q.C., and Widnell. Sortcrrons, Ellis, 
Bickersteth, § Ellis ; Che:tcn & Sons. 

[Reported by P. M, France, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHOOLBRED vy. ROBERTS. Phillimore, J. 2nd August. 


BaykruptcYy—APrrer-AcquinED PropeRrtTY—PrxsonaL Earntncs—GaAmine 
or Wacerinc Transactiosx—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 
52), s. 44—=Gamina Act, 1492 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 9). 

Interplead«r issue. John Roberts, the bankrupt, arranged to play a 
match at billiards with Dawson for £200, each party to deposit £100, the 
editor of the Sportsman to be stakeholder. Roberts’ wife deposited £100 
on his behalf, but, as appeared from the evidence, out of his money. 
Roberts won the match; but, before the stakeholder had paid over the 
money, notice was given to him by Shoolbred, the trustee in Roberts’ 
bankruptcy, claiming the money as property of the bavkrupt divisible 
among his creditors. The stakeholder interpleaded, and paid the £200 
into court. It was contended on behalf of Roberts, firstly, that the mcney 
was in the nature of personal earning:, which would not pass to the 
trustee; secondly, that as Roberts could not recover the money in an 
action (by reason of the decisions in Diggle v. Higgs, 25 W. R. 777, 2 
Ex. D. 422, and Trimble v. Hill, 28 W. R. 479, 5 App. Cas. 342), it 
could not be property which would pass to the trustee. 

Puiturmorg, J., held that the £200 was not of the nature of personal 
earnings, such as the es weuld be entitled to retain, and apart from 
the question of gaming, would p:ss to the trustee. On the second point 
his lordship held that inasmuch as Roberts could rot recover Dawson’s 
share of the stakes by action that was not property which passed to the 
trustee. Roberts’ own contribution of £100 was, however, on a different 
footing ; that could be recovered, and was property which passed to the 
trustee. Judgment was therefore given in favour of the plaintiff for £100, 
with costs, and an order was made for the pay ment out of court of £100 to 
the plaintiff. No order was made as to the £100 contributed by Dawson. 
—Counszi, Reed, Q.C., and Holloway ; Bonsey. Soxtcrrors, Roscoe § Hinks ; 
Letts Brothers. 

{Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
BARRON v. WILLIS. Cozens-Hardy, J. 6th July. 


SoLiciron—ReELatIon or Soricrror aNp Cirent—Grrt to Soxtcrror’s Son 
—Marrrep Woman — Retation or Hussnanp anp Wirr—APrrointTMENT 
By Wire tn Favour or Husnanp—Presumrtion or Unpur INFLUENCE. 


The plaintiff, Mrs. Annie Butler Barron, the wife of Mr. William Barron, 
and formerly Mrs. Joseph Willis, sought to rectify or set aside a deed 
executed by her in 1881. In October, 1889, the plaintiff was married to 
Mr. Joseph Willis. He was the only con of Thomas Willis, who died in 
_ 1890, having appointed his widow, Ann Willis, his executrix and 
sole residuary legatee. Un the 29th of December, 1890, a deed was 
executed which was made between Ann Willis of the first part, Joseph 
Willis of the second part, the plaintiff (then his wife) of the third part, 
and the defendants Nicholas Willis, Isaac Dunn, and William Moore 
Skmner of the fourth part. It recited that the property of Thomas Willis 
consisted of the particulars mentioned in the first three schedules, and that 
the property mentioned in the fourth schedule belonged to Joseph Willis. 
It further recited that Ann Willis belicved that it was her late husband’s 
intention to revoke or partially revoke his will and to dispore of his 
property in favour cf his widow and son, and, with a view to carry- 
ing out in come measure the wishes of the testator, and also with the 
object of making provision for Joseph Willis and his wife and any 
future wife and the lawful issue of oniah Willis, it had been agreed 
between Ann Willis and Joseph Willis by way of family arrangement that 
the properties mentioned in the schedules should be settled in manner 
thereinatter expressed. The trusts were during the joint lives of Ann 
Willis and Joseph Willis to pay him £100 a year, subject thereto to pay 
the income to Ann Willis during her life, and subject thereto there was a 
protected life interest given to Joseph Willis, and after his death the trust 
was for the widow of Joseph Willis during her life, with subsequent trusts 
in favour of the children or issue of Joseph Willis, and in default of issue 
& general “yes of appointment by deed was given to Joseph Willis and 
the plaintiff jointly, and subject thereto a general power of appointment 


by deed was given to the survivor, and subject thereto the property was 
tettled in trust as to one-half for Nicholas Willis and as to the other half 
for Frederick Herbert Skinner, son of the defendant William Moore 
Skinner, absolutely. Nicholas Willis was a cousin of Joseph Willis, and 

derick Herbert Skinner was a i 


at friend of Joseph and was 
In the year 1891 


reason of the intemperate habits into which he had fallen. On 
the 3rd of October, 1891, a deed was executed by Joseph Willis, the 
plaintiff (hie wife), and Ann Willis, which recited taat the deed of 1890 
did not in all respects carry out the wishes of the parties to the family 
arrangement, and that it had been agreed that for the purpose of varying 
the trusts of the rame Ceed and of fully carrying out the intention of the 
parties these presen's should be executed, the raid Ann Willis concurring 
therein to shew her assent to the same; and the deed provided, first, that 
the provision for the widow of the said Joseph Willis during her life should 
be read and con:trued as a provision only for the benefit of such widow so 
long only as she should remain the widow of the said Joseph Willis, and 
that the words ‘‘ after the decease of the turvivor’’ should be read and 
cons’ rued as ‘‘after the decease of tte survivor or the marriage of the 
widow ”’ ; and by the same deed Joseph Willis and the plaintiff, in exerci-e 
of tte joint power of app:intment vested in them in case of failure of issue, 
appointed that tte trust funds chould be) eld in trust for euch person and in 
such manner as Joseph Willis alone should by deed appoint, and in default 
of appointment, and s> far as no euch appointment should extend, then 
(excluding the power of appointment by a widow of the said Joseph 
Willis) upon the trusts declared by the principal deed of 18°0. Joseph 
Willis died intestate and without issue in September, 1893. By a deed 
dated the 2nd of August, 1894, between the plaintiff of the first part, Aun 
Willis of the second part, Frederick Herbert Skinner of the third part, 
and Nicholas Willis, Isaac Dunn, and William Moore Skinner of the 
fourth part, after reciting accurately the effect of the deeds of 1890 and 
1891, and reciting that it had been agreed by way of family arrangement 
that such further modification of the trusts as was thereinafter contained 
should be executed, it was witnessed and it was thereby agreed and 
déclared, and particularly the said Ann Willis, Nicholas Willis, and 
Frederick Herbert Skinner thereby agreed, declared, and directed 
that the direction contained in the settlement for payment or 
application of the income of the trust funds to or for the 
benefit of the widow of tke raid Joseph Willis during her life should 
have full force and effect, and that such income should be paid to the 
plaintiff during her life in the same manner as if clause 1 of the modifica- 
tion deed of 1891 had not been inserted therein, and in all other respects 
the deeds of 1890 and 1891 should be and were thereby confirmed. All 
the three deeds of 1890, 1891, and 1894 were prepared by Mr. Skinner as 
colicitor, with the assistance of counsel. Mrs. Ann Willis died in April, 
1897. In November, 1897, the plaintiff married again, and on the 22nd 
of February, 1898, this action was commenced. Mr. Skinner purchased 
the reversionary interest of his son in one moiety, but as his lordshi 
pointed out, as Mr. Skinner had full notice of all circumstances whic 
were said to render the deed of 1891 invalid, he could not be in any better 
po:ition than his son. The plaintiff claimed (1) a declaration that the 
deed of 1891 was not binding on her so far as it purported to deprive her 
of the general power of appointment given to her by the settlement ; (2) 
a declaration that the deed of 1894 was not binding on her so far as it 
confirmed the last-named deed; (3) rectification of the deed; (4) a declara- 
tion that W. M. Skinner was not entitled to make any gain for his son F. H. 
Skinner at the expense of the plaintiff; and (5) damages against W. M. 
Skinner under the circumstances appearing in the judgment. 

Cozens-Hanpy, J., thought the deed of 1891 was in substance a trans- 
action between the plaintiff and her husband, and that the nature and 
effect of that deed and the deed of 1894 were explained to the plaintiff. 
He thought that Mr. Skinner did act as the plaintiff’s solicitor in the 
matter of the 1894 deed, but that he did not act for her in the 1891 deed. 
No case had been made for setting aside or rectifying the deed of 1891, 
unless it could be impeached on the ground of some fiduciary relation. 
A voluntary gift by a client to his solicitor, or to a member of tle 
solicitor’s family while the confidential relationship existed, could not be 
supported, unless the client had competent and independent advice: see 
Goddard v. Carlisle (9 Price 169), Liles v. Terry (44 W. R. 116; 1895, 2 
Q. B. 679). It was also settled, although text writers seemed to have 
adopted the opposite view, that the doctrine of Huguenin v. Base 
(14 Ves. 273) did not apply to the relation of husband and wife. 
The onus probandi was on the party who impugned, and not on 
the party who supported, a voluntary deed by a wife in favour 
of her husband: see Nedby v. Nedby (5 De G. & Sm., 377), 
Grigsby v. Cox (1 Ves. sen. 517, per Lord Hardwicke). That was moreover 
consistent with the authorities which 1 ized the validity of mortgages 
by a wife to secure her husband’s debts. ‘Therefore the deed of 1891, in so 
far as it was a transaction between the plaintiff and her husband, was a 
good deed. His lordship thought that it carried into effect the true 
arrangement made between the plaintiff and her husband in 1891. That 
deed was prepared by Mr. Skinner as the husband’s solicitor. It could 
not be impeached except on the ground of Mr. Skinner's relation towards 
the plaintiff. That, however, was not material, the transaction being one 
between the plaintiff and her husband and not between the plaintiff 
and Mr. Skinner, or Mr. Skinner’s son. His lordship was not satisfied 
that Mr. Skinner in fact ever was or acted as the plaintiff's solicitor 
until long after the deed of 1891. The rule in Liles vy. Terry ought not 
to be applied in favour of a plaintiff who denied the relationship 
as this plaintiff had done in the box, and againgt a defendant who, 
except as a friend of the family, had only eeen the plaintiff ona few 
occasions in com with persons who admi were his clients. The 
result was that the action failed, whether Mr. was or was not the 
plaintiff’s solicitor.—Counsrn, Hughes, Q.C., and Ashton Cross; Astbury, 
Q.C., and P. S. Stokes; F. A. Milne; Eve, Q.C., and Austen Cartmell. 
Souicrrors, Wynne-Baxter § Keeble, for Beldon § A Bradford ; 
Sismey § Sismey, for Skinner, Son, § Church, Sunderland ; son, Snow, 
Bloxam, § Kinder, for Ranson, Nelson, § Maling, Sunderland. 
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[Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 


Notice is hereby given that rules are about to be made as 
follows :— 
Drarr RULES OF THE SUPREME Court. 


1. Order XXII., rule 17, after ‘“‘ 3 per cent. Metropolitan Cosoli- 
dated Stock” add ‘‘ Inscribed 24 per cent. Debenture Stock issued by 
the Corporation of London, and secured by a trust deed dated the 24th 
of June, 1897.” 

2. Order LII., rule 24.—If upon an application under section 13 of 
the Solicitors’ Act, 1888, to strike the name of a solicitor off the roll 
of solicitors or to require a solicitor to answer the allegations con- 
tained in an affidavit, the Committee appointed under that Act shall 
tind and report that the solicitor has not been guilty of professional 
misconduct, the solicitor may at any time within three calendar months 
after the date of the report apply by summons to a judge in chambers 
for an order for payment to him by the applicant of the cost of and 
occasioned by the application to the Committee and of the summons, 
and the judge shall make such order thereon as he shall think just, 
and such order shall be final and without appeal. 

3. Order LV., rule 4a.—If for the purposes of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, it is desirable to ascertain the heir-at-law or any devisee or 
legatee of the person who has died, having real estate vested in him 
within the meaning of that Act, the same may be ascertained and all 
necessary directions with regard to carrying out the provisions of that 
Act may be given on any originating summons taken out under 
tule 3 or 4 of this order. 

4. Order LXV., Appendix N.—After item 136 add ‘‘of a petition 
ia a pending cause or matter by the solicitor of the party to whom 
the same is delivered such sum (if any) as the taxing-master may in 
his discretion think reasonable.” 

5. These rules, which shall come into operation on the 24th of 
October, 1899, may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(Angust), 1899, and each rule may ba cited separately by the heading 
thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

Copies may b2 ob‘ained on application at the Lord Chancellor’s 
Office, House of Lords, 8. W. 


THE COMPANTES (WINDING-UP) ACT 1890, and 
THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) RULES 1890 AND 18a1. 


Pursuant to Clause 2«f Ru'e 3 of the Companies (Winding-up) Rule, 
1890, the Board of Trade hereby substitute the Form of Liquidator’s 
Statement of Account, and Affidavit verifying Liquidator’s Statement of 
Account, set out at the foot hereof, in lieu of the existing Forms No. 75 
and No. 75a in the Appendix to the Companies (Winding-up) Rules of the 
30th April, 1891, and henceforth the substituted forms shall be the Forms 
No 75 and 75a in the Appendix to the said Rules. 

Dated this 20th July, 1899. 
By order of the Board of Trade, 
JIchn Smith, 
Inspector-General in Companies Liquidation, authorised 
in that behalf by the President of the Board of Trade. 


No. 75. 

No. of Company 

Form or Statement or Receipts aNp PAYMENTS AND GENERAL DirecTIoNs 
AS TO STATEMENTS. 


Size of Sheets. 
(L.) Every statement must be on sheets 13 inches by 16 inches. 
Form and Contents of Statement. 


(2.) Every statement must contain a detailed account of all the 
liquidator’s realizations and disbursements in respect of the Company. 
The statement of realizations should contain a record of all receipts 
derived ‘from assets existing at the date of the winding-up order or 
resolution and subsequently realized, including balance in bank, book 
debts and calls collected, property sold, &c.; and the account of disburse- 
ments should contain all payments fer costs and charges, or to creditors, 
or contributories. Where property has been realized, the gross proceeds of 
sale must be entered under realizations, and the necessary payments 
incidental to sales must be entered as disbursements. These accounts 
should not contain payments into the Companies Liquidation Account or 
psyments into or out of bank, or temporary investments by the liquidator, 
or the proceeds of such invesments when realized, which should be shewn 
separately :— 

(a.) by means of the bank pass book : 
(b.) by a separate detailed statement of moneys invested, and 
investments realized. 

Interest allowed or charged by the bank, bank commission, &c., and 
profit or loss upon the realization of temporary investments, should, how- 
ever, be inserted in the accounts of realizations or disbursements, a3 the 
case may be. Each receipt and payment must be entered in the account 





in euch @ manner as sufficiently to explain its nature. The receipts and 
payments must severally be added up at the foot of each sheet, and the 
totals carried forward from one account to another without any intermediate 





balance, so that the gross totals shall represent the total anounts received and paid 
by the liquidator respectively. 
Trading Account. 


(3.) When the liquidator carries on a business, a trading account must 
be forwarded as a distinct account, and the totals of receipts and payments 
on tke trading account must alone be set out in the statement. 


Dividends, §c. 


(4.) When dividends or instalments of compositions are paid to creditors, 
or a return of surplus assets is made to contributories, the total amount of 
each dividend, or instalment of composition, or return to contribu’ ories 
actually paid must be entered in the statement of disburs ments as one 
sum; and the liquidator must forward separate accounts shewing in lists 
the amount of the claim of each creditor, and the amount of divident of 
composition payable to each creditor, and of surplus assets piyable t» each 
contributory, distinguishing in each list the dividends or instalments of 
composition and shares of surplus assets actually paid and those remaining 
unclaimed. Each list must be on sheets 13 inches by 6 inches. 

(5.) Credit should not be taken in the statement of disbursements for 
any amount in respect of liquidator’s remuneration unless it has b<en duly 
allowed by resolution of the Company in Gene-al Meetivg, or by order of 
Court. 

Liquipator’s SraTement or Account. 


Pursuant to Section 15 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 
Name of Company 








Nature of proceedings (whether wound up 
by the Court, or under the supervision |» —————----___-—-— 
of the Court, or voluntarily) ... ed 

Date of commencement of winding-up 





Date to which Statement is brought down __ 


Name and address of Liquidator 





This Statement is required in duplicate. 


Liaumaror'’s Sraremenr or Account pursuant to s. 15 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. 



































Realizatioug. Disbursements. 
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* Norge.—No balance should be shewn 
on this Account, but only the total 
Realizations and Disbursements, which 
should be carried forward to the next 
unt, 
ANALYsIs Or BALANCE. 
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The Balance is made up as follows :— _ 
1. Cish in hands of Liquidator ee - ee ale ieee 


£e. @ 
2. Amounts invested by Liquidator... jee ee? ° oe 
(as per separate account herewith) 
Less amounts realized from same .., a ta 
Balance of amount vested... 60 » oo” 
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£6 4. 
3. Total payments into Bank, including 
ce at date of commencement of 
winding-up (as per Bank Book) 
Total withdrawals from Bank ... 


Balance at Bank ... — 
4, Amount in Companies Liquidation 
Account ies rome ous ics 


Total Balance as shewn above 


Nore.—The Liquidator should also state— 
(l.) The amount of the estim- {* Assets... 
ated assets and liabilities 
at the date of the com- 
mencement of the winding- 
UP see ie sé .»» (* Liabilities owe §£ 
*The amount stated should be, respectively, the assets available for 
dividend (i.c., not charged to secured creditors or debenture holders) and 
the unsecured liabilities ranking for dividend. 





Paid up in cash ooo & 

Issued as paid up 
otherwise than for 
cash... ain “ 


capital paid up atthe date of 
the commencement of the 


(2.) The total amount of 2 
winding-up 








and estimated value of 
outstanding assets (if 
any) eve ose ove 


(3.) The general description 


\ 





termination of the 


(4.) The causes which delay 
the i 
winding-up 





(j.) The period within which ( 
the winding - up may 
probably be completed... 





No.of Company __ 


Arripavit Veriryinc LiqvurpaTor’s SraTEMENT or AccoUNT. 














the Liquidator of the above-named Company, make oath and say :—That 
t the account hereunto annexed marked B contains a full and true account of my 
receipts and payments in the winding-up of the above-named Company, from 
the __ day of _ we te 
189 , inclusive, t and that I have not, nor has any other person by my 
oder or for my use during such period, received or age any moneys on 
account of the said Company t other than and except the items mentioned and 
specified in the said account. 


Sworn at, 


* Insert here the title of the Company. 
+ Nove.—If no receipts or payments, strike out the words in italics. 
The Affidavit is not required in duplicate, 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 
; Friday, the 4th day of August, 1899. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Srretine (1899—A.—No. 909). 

In re The Antimony Gold and Complex Ores Extraction Company 
(Limited). Charles Owles v. The Antimony Gold and Complex Ores 
Extraction Company (Limited). 

Mr. Justice Bynnu (1899—G.—No. 878). 

In the matter of G. Muller & Company (Limited). Charles William 

Pell v. G. Muller & Company (Limited). 





Hatssury, C. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday the 3rd inst., Mr. R. H. Peacock in the chair. The 
other directors present were Mr. Birt, Mr. Foss, Mr. Sidney Smith, and 
Mr. Toovey. A sum of £55 was distributed in grants of relief. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this ‘association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday 
Me Noes WE Blanay: (Reading). Walter Dew - 7. Bewe B. 
being Messrs. W. F. ing), Walter Dowson, J. yo 
G ae Samuel Harris (Leicester), Sir George H. Lewis, Sidney Smith, 
F.T. Woolbert, and J.T. Scott (Secretary)” A sum of £585 was dis- 
tributed in grants of assistance, five new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death occurred on the 2nd inst. of Mr. Wiii1am Cracnorr 
Fooks, Q.C., in his 88th year. Mr. Fooks was called to the Bar in 1843 
and practised on the South Eastern Circuit. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1869, and was elected a bencher of Gray’s Inn in the same 
year. He was for several years a member of the Council of Legal Educa- 
tion and of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting, and he was a 
magistrate for Kent. 


The death is announced of Mr. H. F. Cuvrcn, one of the Chancery 
Masters of the Supreme Court, attached to the Chambers of Mr. Justice 
Stirling. Mr. Church, who was in his 75th year, had been Chief Clerk 
and Master for 33 years, having been appointed Chief Clerk to Vice 
Chancellor Stuart in 1866. Previously to his appointment he was a 
partner in the then firm of Church & Son, ot ord-row. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1845.. We believe that for some time Mr. Church’s 
health had been failing. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorce Brencutey Rosusr, barrister, has been appointed legal 
adviser to the Estate Duty Department of the Board of Inland Revenue. 

Mr. Gzorce Torna, solicitor, of Mirfield, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Torna was admitted in August, 1895. 


Mr. Witi1uam James Nose, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Newark, in the place of Mr. J. H. Etherington Smith, appointed Recorder 
of Derby. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED, 


Water Joserx Baxer.— y persons having a will of the late Mr. 
Walter —— Baker, of Cottesbrooke, Wallington, Surrey, and of 160a, 
Southwark-bridge-road, 8.E., Civil Engineer, who died at Cottesbrooke 
aforesaid, on the 20th day of July, 1899, are requested to at once 
communicate with Mr. 8. T. Baker, of 160a, Southwark-bridge-road 
aforesaid. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvUTIons. 


Roxert Parkrxson and Frank Srarxts, solicitors (Parkinson & Siarkie), 
Blackpool. July 21. The said Robert Parkinson will practice on his own 
account at 25, Birley-street, B 1, and the said Frank Starkie will 
practice on his own account at 7, Birley-street, Bla 1. 

Gazetic, August 8. 


GENERAL. 


In the House of Lords on Tuesday Earl Waldegrave brought up Her 
Majesty’s reply to the address of their lordships praying that Her Majesty 
would be graciously pleased to “point a new judge of the High Court in 
the Chancery Division. Her Majesty signified her intention to act in 
accordance with their lordships’ desire. 


It is announced that there will be a special service in Westminster 
Abbey on Tuesday, the 24th of October next, the first day of the 
Michaelmas sittings of the Law Courts, at which the judges and members 
of the —_ profession will attend, and that the arrangements will be the 
same as last year. 


On Wednesday in the House of Commons Mr. Ellis Griffith asked the 
Solicitor-General whether a member of a firm of solicitors engaged in 
Parliamentary practice was eligible for membership of the House. The 
Solicitor-General: Yes, Sir, he is eligible, but if after election he continued 
to engage in Parliamentary practice a question of Parliamentary usage 
might arise for the decision of the authorities of the House. 
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The 18th conference of the International Law Association will be held 
in the Council Chamber, City Hall, Buffalo, State of New York, from the 
31st of August to the 2nd of September, by invitation of the American 
Bar Association, which will hold its annual meeting in that city from the 
28th of August to the 30th, Among those who are going from England 
to attend the conference are Mr. Justice Kennedy (who is the president of 
the conference), his Honour Judge Raikes, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, 
Q.0., Sir John Scott (Deputy Judge-Advocate-General), an Carver, 
Q.C. Papers will be read at the conference by Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
— Raikes, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, QC., Mr. Carver, Q.C., and 
others. 


The report of the Commissioners in Lunacy, which has just been 
issued, states the total number of lunatics in England and Wales on the 
1st of January, 1899, as being 105,086. This number is greater by 3,114 
than the corresponding number in 1898 and is the largest annual increase 
yet recorded. The most notable increase was in the class of pauper 
lunatics, of whom there were 2,868 more than at the co nding period 
last year. The report notes with regret that while the appliances for skilled 
treatment of the insane in county and borough asylums have been steadily 
increasing the recovery rate is somewhat diminishing. With regard to the 
examination of lunatics at police-courts for purposes of certification, a pro- 
ceeding which is apt to produce results adverse to the health of the 
— while it has the disadvantage of furthering the impression that 

ity is, in some measure, a crime and not purely a disease, the Com- 
missioners recommend that in all cases where it is possible patients not 
accused of crime should be examined for certification either at the work- 
house or in some private house. 


An Edinburgh correspondent of the St. James’s Gazette says that ‘‘ the 
story of the arrest of a Glasgow lawyer is arousing the greatest interest 
throughout Scotland and in commercial circles in general. James 
Colquhoun, one of the most prominent citizens of Glasgow, is now lying in 
Duke-street prison under remand on a charge of fraud, the extent 
of which upon a summary investigation reveals a large sum 
missing. The prisoner, who was in partnership with his brother, 
had a wide and lucrative legal practice in Glasgow. ‘The firm acted as 
solicitors for several societies, the investing of whose funds was entrusted 
to James Colquhoun, the senior _— Success in business led the 
= to enter the town council, and his financial foresight brought 

im into the city treasureship. In due course he was given a seat on the 
Senatus of Glasgow University, and then followed the honour of LL.D. 
In public life he was regarded as unimpeachable. He was a strong 
advocate of total abstinence, and an elder of the Free Church. His 
numerous clients had implicit confidence in him, and entrusted him with 
their investments, and the werking man who had saved a little carried it to 
Colquhoun, trusting to his foresight and uprightness for a safe and sound 
investment.’’ 


In the House of Lords on the 3rd inst , the Lord Chancellor, in moving 
the resolution for the appointment of a new judge of the Chancery Division, 
said that with regard to the number of circuits, he was prepared to admit 
that in the arrangement of civil cases by diminishing the number of 
circuits there would be convenience, and no doubt it would avoid waste of 
judicial time. Efforts to try the experiment had been made more than 
once and as often been successfully resisted. In the administration of 
criminal justice he was not in favour of any such change. He did not 
believe that anything gave greater popularity and confidence in the 

inistration of justice than the fact that in turn her Majesty’s 
judges went on circuit. When it was suggested that less important 
cases might be dealt with by some other expedient, it should be 
remembered that, however humble a man’s position, his liberty 
was as important as that of any other subject, and he did not 
believe that to get rid of trifling cases by remitting them to quarter 
sessions or any other tribunal would be acourse that would command 
such confidence as was now entertained by the great bulk of her Majesty’s 
subjects in the administration of justice. Something like amalgamation 
of counties for civil trials might be arranged, and he had once attempted 
to procure an Order in Council diminishing the number of places to which 
judges should go, but county after county resisted the alteration, and in 
the result he had to abandon the attempt. That with fewer circuits 
prisoners would be tried more rapidly were propositions inconsistent with 
each other. Again and again during the past fourteen years he had 
noticed a strange reluctance of magistrates to admit prisoners to bail ; 
why hedid not know. Until Jarvis’s Act was passed the criminal law was 
such that for a large clas; of offences prisoners had a right to bail, and 
actions were brought against — for refusing bail or exacting 
unduly high bail. There seemed, however, to be a persistent determina- 
tion not to admit to bail, and this had been remarked upon by the Lord 
Chief Justice and many other judges. It might be a question whether it 
would be necessary to revert to a state of the law in which prisoners would 
have a right to bail. Next Session he hoped to introduce a Bill to relieve 
to some extent the work of judges by a system whereby prisoners disposed 
to plead guilty could be sentenced at once, and not be daninel. 








Wagninc To mtexpinc House Purcuasers anv Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
——. Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. ‘ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’--[Apvr.] 





THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Aug. 14.—Messrs. Exxis & Sox, at the Albion Hotel, Walton-on-the-Naze, at 2.30, in 
Twenty-one Lots, Freehold Building Land and Plots at Walton-on-the-Naze, 
Solicitor, A. Godfrey Wells, Esq , London, (See advertisement, Aug. 5, p. 3 ) 


Aug. 15.—Messrs. G. E. Curtis & Suarp, at the Mart, at 2: Three Acres of Freehold Land, 
with House known as Chestnut , The Green, Stratford, capable of development 
as a valuable Building Estate. Solicitors, Messrs. Loxley, Elam, & Gardner, London, 
--East Ham: Twenty-two Acres of Freehold Pasture Land, consisting of four parcels, 
my Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder, London. (See advertisements, 

ug. 5, p. 8, 


Aug. 17.—Messrs. H, E. Foster & Cranri£.p, at the Mart, at 2: 
REVERSIONS: 

To important Freehold Premises at Grimsby, producing nearly £450 per annum, 
and of the estimated value of over £10,000. Solicitors, E, B. Chapman, Esq., 
Grimsby, and Messrs. Neave & Bretherton, London. 

To Two One-third Shares of a Trust Fund of £1,995 on mortgage; gentleman 
aged 72. Solicitors, Messrs. Haynes & Claremont, London. 

To £3,500 Trust Fund ; lady aged 57. Solicitor, J. @. Muddiman, Esq., London, 

To One-fourth of a Trust in Railway Stock, value £41,000, on decease of a lunatic 
gen an 46, provided gentleman aged 79 survive him. Solicitors, 

essrs, Sparks & Rickards, London. 

ab yt Ty Et 

5 e-forty-eig ho! y, producing per annum; 
lady 81. Solicitor, Howard Rumney, -» London. 

To Three-sevenths of a Trust Fund Railway 8 value £7,280; lady aged 55, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Hubbard & Spencer, London. — 

To One-fourth of a Trust Fund of £993 Taff Vale Railway 4 per cent. Stock ; lad 
aged 49. Also to One-fourth of £894; lady aged 71. Solicitor, E. M. 
Lazarus, Esq., London. 


POLICIES : ms 
For £6,000, £5,000, £5,000, £5,000, £5,000, £5,000, £2,000, Solicitors, Messrs. Few 
& Co., London. 
For £5,000, £750, £250, £100. 
For £400. Solicitor, Messrs. Allen & Son, London, 


SHARES, &c. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page ) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1m CHANCERY. 


Arias Contract Corporation, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 2, directed 
to be heard on Aug 9. Raphael & Co, 59, Moorgate st, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Aug 8 


Ocaiees Broruers, Lim1rep>—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 2, directed to be 
heard before the Vacation J udge on Aug 16. a. & Claremont, 4, Bloomsbury sq, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than6 
o’clock in the afternoon of 15 , a 

Harrrecp CuasE Peat Moss Litter Co, Liurep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 12, to send their names and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Dale, 36, Mark lane. England & Son, Goole, solors to liquidator 

Jarman & Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names 

addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Love, Holyrood st, 
Clarke & Lukin, Chard, solors to liquidator _ i 2 

Liscarp Manor Estate Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Friday, Sept 15, 
to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Messrs. Wilson & Rappart, 14, Cook st, Liverpool. Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool, solors 
for liquidators ’ y 

New map Mitt Co, Limrrep (ix Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, 
to William Hodgson Albert Chambres, 105, Blackburn st, Radcliffe, Laneashire Pick- 
stone & Jones, Radcliffe, solors for liquidator j : 

Pentragoy SynvicaTE, Limtep (In Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or_ before 
Sept 18, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts and claims 
to J. F. Beatson, Suffolk House, Laur2nce Pountney hill i 

Repruts Fovnpry Co, Lunrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Donald 
Bain and Thomas Ralph, Chapel st, Redruth. Peter, solor to the liquidators 

Roumanian SuGaR SynvicaTe, Limirep—Creditora are poner on or before Sept 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. W. 
H. Walker, 42, Castle st, Liverpool. Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool, solors for the 

iquidator ) 

Phy om Parent Carriage Wuerer Co, Limirep—By order of the court, dated April 26, 

' Mr Frederick Henry Pollexfen, 19, Moorgate st, has been appointed liquidator _ 

Saxon & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. D. Leake, 25, Abchurch 
lane Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook, solors for liquidator 

Wise Works Co, Limirep—By an order made July 21 it was ordered that Alfred Dunstan, 
Park ter, Penydarren, Merthyr Tydfil, be appointed as liquidator in the place of David 
Williams, deceased. Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row, solors for the applicants 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
InpEPENDENT Society, Sun Ion, Colsterworth, Lincs. July 31 


Suspenpep ror Turez Monrns. 


Ramsey Accipenrat Society, Rose and Crown Inn, High st, Ramsey, Hunts. July 26 
RvusHAcy Provipent Society, 79, Lichfield st, Walsall, Staffs. July 26 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 

Avsrrauias Cuaurion Regr Co, Liwrep (1x Liguipation) —Creditors are re jyuired, on 
or before November 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims, to Robert Henry Household and John William Woodthorp2, Leaden- 
hall bldgs, Leadenhall st, Williams & Neville, Winchester house, Old Broad st, solors 
to liquidators 


Avromatic Coat Gas Retorr Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, 
Sept 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Nicoll, 111, Palace chmbrs, Westminster. Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry 
chmbrs, solors to liquidiator : ; 

Hovse & Co, Luurep (Vauxhall road, Liverpool)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Pept 4, to send their nam:s and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Robert Blair, 57, Moorgate st. Radcliffe, Coleman st 


Manuka Sreamsuir Co, Limirev—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 22, to send 
their names and sddresses, and the part'culars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Stephens, 17, Leadenhall st 
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: Francis James Griesbach, 28, st, Westminster 
furton’s STaMPinG ~ pee dey (Ix Votunrary Liguipation)—Creditors are required. 
on or before Sept 1, particulars of their debts 


to send their names and ag eee and the 
or claims, to Emest B. Winn, 23, ae tp Birmin 
Ysoviu Gas anv Coxe Co, Lomrep—Creditors are req’ on or before Sept 16, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Marsh & 
Warry, Yeovil, solors for the Liquidators 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


CoLcuESTER AND Essex Murvat Loan Go 31, St. Rotsig® s ws Colchester. July 31 

Dewspury Op Rano, Little Saddle Inn, Dews! 

DreapsouGcat Sup Frrenviy Society, Star and ve Cartes Tan that wan 31 

heey Prorit SuHapinc Co-operative Sociery, Lauten, 2a, incan*on. 
uly 25 

OxrorD Frienpity Beyerit Society, 141, Wavertree rd, Liverpool. aaa 31 














CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Loudon Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 4. 


Bry ~ 4 Witiam Wa tis, Sheffield, Lessee of Theatres Oct 24 Revill v Revill, Byrne, 
‘Webster. Sheffield 
ay Tuomas, Harrogate, Hotel Proprietor Sept 11 Dannall v Williams, Kekewich, J 
Hirst & UVapes, Harrogate 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 8. 
Cuantes, Henry, Maesteg, Glam, Fraiterer Ovt 2 Swansea United Breweries, Limited 
v Charles, Stirling, si Morgan, Pontypridd 
Hast - Fayny, Glancerus, Menai Bridge, Anglesea Oct? Haslam v Haslam, Stirling, 
J Thatcher, Essex st, Strand 
Paynter, Lou ate Villa Olivier, El Bair, Algiers, Africa Sept 30 Paynter v Paynter, 
Stirling, J Wheeler, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Aug. 4. 


panes, i Heworth, Durham, Stone Merchant Aug31 Chartres & Youll, New- 
castle upon 
Barron, WILLIAM, Button Coldfield Sept14 Unett & Co, Birmingham 


Barterssy, Lucy, Shifnal, Salop Sept15 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
=r Rosert Cuaries, Lexham gdns, Kensington July 11 


hy) Bootle, Lancaster Sept 16 Smith, Liverpool 

Cuapman, Janz, Barley, nr Royston, Hertford Sept 22 Burrows, Cambridge 

Courtney, Ase, Southampton, Labourer Sept8 Robins & Co, Southampton 
CrawsHAw, Sam, Dewsbury, York, Carting Agent Sept7 Walker, Dewsbury 

Caisp, Wittiam, Balham Sept 29 Pooley, Brompton rd 

Dayizs, Tuomas GgorGe, Brockton, Salop, Shopkeeper Oct 10 Wace, Shrewsbury 
Deakins, CuARLEs, Hinton on the Green, Glos, Farmer Sept 7 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 
ae, Tuomas Ayres, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Aug 31 Wansbrough & Co, 
Drake, Susay, Ipswich Sept9 Bone & Heppell, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Harrison, Frank Epwarp, Milk st bldgs Sept 11 Wells & Son, Paternoster row * 
Hexrracx, WitL1Am, Evesham, Worcester Sept 7 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 

Heys, Evwarp Sumner, Walton, Liverpool, Bookkeeper Sept 16 Smith, Liverpool 
Ho.psworts, Cuantry, Saltaire, Yorks Aug 23 Atkinson, Shipley 

Hottanp, Ricuarp Crayton, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester Aug 19 Lo:-d, 
Jesxins, Jony, Llangennech, Carmarthen Augi15 Randell & Co, Llanelly 

Jouxsoy, Caruanine, Brockley, Kent Aug 31 Foy & Co, New Crossrd 

Kirrixe, Cuantes, Manor Park, Essex Sept 11 Randall & Son, Copthall bldgs 


Dawson & Co, 


debts and claims, to > 


Kmway, Jouy Hevry, St. John’s, Corwall Aug 31 Woollcombe & Son, Plymouth 
Lititz, Many Exizasetu, Market Deeping, Lincoln Aug 28 Sharpe & Wade, Market 


Mrevittz, Jang, Ashley gdns, Westminster Sept 10 Guedalla & Cross, Essex st 


Pert, ALFRED, Huntingdon, Farmer Oct1 Vint & Co, Bradford 
Picxix, NatHayteL, Hanley Aug 24 Heath, Hanley 
Prsetes, ow aap Milk st, Cheapside Sept 16 Cartwright & Cunningham, 


Potiey, AGNES ond Hampstead Sept 15 Crick & Freeman, Maldon, Essex 

Ritey, James, Huddersfield Sept1 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

Roserrs, E1zasers, Crumpsall, nr Manchester De34 Storer, Manchester 

SHeEERyY, Joun, Monmouth, Surveyor Oct 1 Cossens, Monmouth 

Starer, Leoxarp, East Finchley, Surgeon Sept1 Slater & Co, Butcroft, Darlaston 
Guvem, Ossenae, @ Godalming, Surrey, Carriage Builder Sept 30 Young & Son, Ely place, 


Suita, Mary amnaneen, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick Sept14 Unett & Co, Birmingham 
Spencer, CuarLes, Upper Norwood Sept 11 Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford row 
SraysriELp, Joun Epgar, West Chickerell, Dorset Sept 21 Sharples & Soa, Accrington 
Tayver, Henry, St Leonards on Sea Sept 4 Nield, Liverpool 

Tirrix, Many Isane.ia, Kentish Town Sept 14 Cooper, Chancery In 

Travsoy, JEAN Baptiste Amasie, Paris Aug 31 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing In 
Wanrtrers, Mani, Islington Sept16 Fletcher, Clifford’s inn 

Wavan, Raittox, Newcastle upon Tyne Sept 30 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Witiows, Sarau, Red Hill, Notts Aug 31 Pierce, Nottingham 

Witson, Joun, Preston Augié Turner & Sons, Preston 

‘Woopncock, Anniz Ex1za, Headingley, Leeds Sept2 Denham, Leeds 

Wray, Atice, Worsley, pr Manchester Augi15 Knight, Manchester 


London Gazette. —Tvurspay, August 8. 
Barrer, Rosert, Grosvenor gins Aug 31 Murray & Co, Birchin In 
Buaves, Henry, Chelsea, Tailor Sept8 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Dowsne, Baas. Brand st, Lisson grove Aug 24 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter, 
Pm... Smethwick, Stafford, Boat Steerer Aug 26 Price & Atkins, Birmingham 
Dovetas, ALEXANDER, Bryanston st Aug19 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
Fenton, Jaues Insetson, Riga, Russia, Merchant Sept Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 
Fesrox, Freperike Cuar.otre, Riga, Russia Sept 8 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 
GitBeRTHOoRrE, Gzorcr Cooke, York, Solicitor Sept 23 Turner, York 
Jacos, Frepsrick, Theobald’srd Sept 21 Tilley, Bedford row 
JEFFREE, Henry Epwarp, Bradford, Insurance Agent Aug 26 Rogers, Manchester 
Keywoop, E..ey, Bognor Sept 16 Staffurth & Staffurth, Bognor 
Lewis, Herserr Hyam, Brighton Sept1s Nye & Clewer, Brighton 
Martin, Perer, Stockton on Tees, Tailor Sept 20 Archer & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Meapve, Eprve, Chipping Norton, Oxford Sept5 Dawson & Co, New sq 
| Mutter, ALFRED, Clifton, Bristol, Confectioner Sept 12 Plummer & Co, Bristol 
Morais, Saran ExizaseTs, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon Sept 1 Porter & Amphlett, 


Nixoy, denn Wethbeume terr Sept 23 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery In 

Ouiver, Evizasetu, Wimbledon Dec 31 Hores & Co, Lincoln's ion fields 

Sav ae ce Workington, Cumberland, Marine Store Dealer Sept 11 Lightfoot & 
Sxrppow, Sang, Southport Sept 5 Mayhew & Co, Southport 

Tuompson, Joun, Macclesfield Sept 23 Thompson, Liverpool 

Tranter, WitiAm, Leicester Sept9 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 

WA ker, Samvet, Aston Hope, Derby, Farmer SeptS Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Wurrestoxe, The Rev. Wittiam Artuur, Southampton Sept 21 Tilley, Bedford row 
Wiae, Wit.1Am, South Shields Sept15 Jacks, South Shields 





| Wikinsoy, Mary Ayn, Clifton, Bristol Sept4 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 
Whriacurt, Louisa, Southport Sept 9 Mayhew & Co, Southport 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Lonestarr, Tom, Stockton on Lr aad Butcher Stockton on 


Ancnied 8 notice substituted for that pied in 





London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 4, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barratt, Freperick, Findon, vty Trainer of Horses 
ton Pet July 29 Ord Aug 1 . 
Brut. Basrt W B, Jermyn st, St James’s High Court Pet 
May 16 Ord July 31 
Berc, Franx Gustav Jouy, Bromley, Tea Merchant High 
Court Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Bortanp, F A, Peckham, Poulteser, &c High Court Pet 
July 13 Ord Aug 1 
Buxweut, Francis, Ford, Ridgeway, nr Chesterfield, 
Farmer Chesterfield Pet Augi Ord Aug 1 
Betron, Wituram Tuomas, Long — Derbyshire, 
Cuan yar 4 Lay 7 Pet Ane ee 
KE, Gzorcre Heyry, ngton, 8 Build 
‘- Croydon, Pet 2 Ord Tunes a oe 
BANK, Wa ter, Littlemore, 
’ fasts Ord dog 2 re Oxford Pet 
JARRANTON, ILLIAM, patent » Ba e 
aly ‘a Ord uly er, ker Leicester Pet 
RPER, WILLIAM, aa Devon, Boot D 
: Pet aug 2 hs le ealer Plymouth 
LL, Joun Srove, pestentons tead, D 
z Exeter Zet Aug Ord Aug 1 rem oo 
TCHINGS, CHARLES ALFRED, Winch ste i - 
ny Maeni others inchester, Builder Win: 
ten Wittram Noan, Penygraig, Glam, Carpenter 
“hy “—_ pe ~ July 26 A. Juiy 2 
1x, Warren, Oa om uy d, 
Pat July ord July tlani Satcher Leicester 
KETT, WILLIAM, Perdicbury, Lancs, Build 
Pet July 25 Ord July 31 . sain 


xford 





ees Pet Augl1 Ord Aug 
Lyvyess, ALFRep, Stockton on om Clerk Stockton on 
Mc! SS oo Woe K High Co 
cl~waix, James ALLAN, West Kensington urt 
Pet Aug1 Ord A ” 


ug 

Morst, Jonn ggg PN poem Server 
Pembroke Dock bet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 

Pearson, Tuomas Hesketu, Whitchurch, Salop, Auc- 
tioneer’s Assistant Nantwich Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 

Pace, Bae, Nottingham, Grocer Manchester Pet Aug 1 


Aug 
—_-r — Bexhill, Builder Hastings Pet Aug 1 


Buesnes, Wittsax, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet Aug2 
ug 2 
Suita, Joun Hewyry, Bishop ne Durh Miner 
Darham Pet Augl Ord Aug — 
Srepxen, Joun Tomson, and elas Entry, Leicester, 
cle ufacturers Leicester Pet March 


29 
Oa July 29 
Srisoy, ease James, Leicester, eal Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Wells, Fruiterer Tunbridge 
Ss 


July 31 

beta "Bows Kettering, Northampton. Cycle Agent 
a Pet July 81 Ord July 31 

Wars OSHUA CHARLEs, > Estate Agent 
chester Pet July 13 Ord Aug 1 

won g0x, Frepxric Joun, Church Garforth, ~~ Colliery 

Surveyor Wakefield Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Amended notice substituted ~~ that Published i in the 


ion J 
Gra Bh Gourt’ Pet yy Fu Licensed Victualler 


Waker, Ware 
Well Pet July 81 


‘et July 21 eget 





the London Gazette o A) 


CoLi1eR, WALTER. Runcorn, Chester, oe Warrington 
Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Jermyn st, St James’s Aug lé at 12 
Carey 


st 
mtg bay Joun, Bromley, Tea Merchant Aug 
gh ty 
Berrian, Henry A, Auctioneer Aug 14 at 
ll 24, Railway app, London 
BrapinG, THomas, es Wight 14 at 11 Off 
ec, 
Co.urer, Water, Runcorn, Cheshire, Grocer Aug 11 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
ton, ey Victualler Aug 11 at 
Fett, Waures T, \ Mayfair Aug liatii Bank- 


Ferreira, Josz Brrxarvo, Tottenham, Wine Merchant 
Aug llat3 Room 53, Bankruptcy Carey st 
Forpycr, ALEXANDER ose Ealing Aug 11 at 2.30 

v 
Cages 3 — Georce. Morthoe, Devon, Cab Proprietor 


ll Arms 
Aug 14 at 's 
Exeter 


Bett, Basi. W 
Bankru| 


Dyxr, ALBERT, 
12 


Hitt, = S1one, 
Aug 3i at 10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 
Hinxscu, Oscar, Gray’s road, Tobacconist Aug 14 at 


2.30 penn | Carey st 
Howett, ARTHUR, arth Bvington, Builder Aug 15 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 


Horst, Sraean, |<" Builder Aug li at 12 








THE ‘SOLICITORS’ ‘JOURNAL. 


Aug. 12, 1899. 








982 
Iscrau; Wruttaw Bon, South Shields, Builder Aug 11 at 
Le Seecastin on Suet 


11.30 Off 80, Mosley st, 
Errents, Peret heehs “Aug 14 at 3 Off Rec, 22, Park 

row, Leeds 
Ksromr, Fran. Luton, Bedford, Artist Aug 12 at 11.30 
, Carpenter Aug 11 at3 


8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 
= Kensington Aug 16 at 12 


Lawe. Seken Noau, 

Moliwars, James ALLAN, 

Mazcu, Jouy Wr111Am. Hulme, Manchester, Shop Assistant 
Aug 11 at 2.30 Manchester 

MickietTawaite, Grorce, Wakefield, 


Farmer 
Onrtox, Henry, Leicester, Builder Aug 15 at 3 Off Reo, 
1, st, Leicester 
PENNELL, aaa J a rd Augi6at12 Bank- 
SAMUELSON, Brray, t me Journalist Aug 14 at 11 
SurtH, Louis Eowarp, Great Grimsby, Shipwright Aug11 
at1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great Grimaby 
Bromyard, Herefordshire 
Copenhagen st, 


Taytorn, Artraur Epwarp, 
Aug 12 at 2.15 Off Rec, 45, 


Tuomas, WiILLiAM, Swansea, Labourer Aug 12 at 12 Off 
. Alexandra rd, Swansea 
— Waures Merepyts, Lupus st, St George’s sq 


orton, Dendfort Joiner Aug 11 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Way, Georct, Motcomb st, South Belgravia, Li 
ictualler Aug 16 at 11 Carey st 
Wexts, Percival Carpenter, oon Codindteeet: Aug 11 at 
County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 
Worsiey, Wiiiiam Hewry, alleya Park, Delwich, House 
Fornisher Aug 11 at 2 30 bldgs, Carey st 
whhills, Staffs, Tailor Aug 16 at 11 





Wericut, Davin, Bro 
Off Rec, Walzall 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Base, Be ag + Gustav Jonx, Pete Tea Merchant High 


Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
, Auctioneer Greenwich 


ma... Henry A, 
Pet May 10 Ord Augi 
LL, Fraxcis, Ridgeway. nor Chesterfield, Farmer 
Chesterfield PetAugi Ord Augi 
Burrox. Witi1am Tuomas, Long _— Derbys, Butcher 
Pet Augi Ord Aug 
Cranks, Partie Wricnt, Hhghbuty, Jeweller High Court 
Pet June 20 Ord Aug 
Coceax, Wittiam Cuares, Bradford, Coachbuilder Brad- 
ford Pet June 26 Aug 2 
Coxiscuam, Hexry Evetyx, Bath Bath Pet June 24 
Ord July 29 
Davies, Joszra More a Barry Dock,Grocer Cardiff Pet 
July 19 Ord July 31 
Dorrie, Peter, ee Daug Merchant Wandsworth 
Pet July 11 Ord A 


GanpDNeER. oeek, Gioaliocs, Shee Portsmouth Pet July 
2% Ord July 26 3 
Gaxraxtoys, WitiiAm, Leic*ster, Baker Leicester Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 
Hanrer, wnat, nr Devon, Boot Dealer Plymouth 
Pet Jrd Aug 
feed ot nu, and Jonus Joseru Hexnessy 
Cattle Baleemen’ Bristol Pet July 12 Ord 
1 
_ Stoxe, Moretonhampstead, Baker Exeter 


Hi. 
Pet Augi Ord Angi 

Hirzscn, Oscan, Gray’s inn 1rd, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet July4 Ord Aug 2 


Hewsnessy, 
Bristol, 


Hvnzst, Steruen, esbury, Builder High Court Pet 
May2@ Ord 1 
Hvrcuixs, Hexzy Maxrtix, Queen Victoria st, Manu- 
High Comt PetJuly6 Ord July a : 


Lewm, Watrer, Oakham, Rutland, B 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

vee foam, PR , Glam, Carpenter 

et July 26 J ée 

Loyestarr, Tom, Seats on : teher Stockton on 
Tees Pet a: Augi Ord Augi 

Lywxss, Atreep, Stockton on Tees, Clerk Stockton on 
Tees Pet Augi Ord Augi 

McIiwars, James fasax, West Kensington High Court 
Pet Augi Ord A 


ug 2 
mers — Grocer Manchester Pet Aug 
Pgansox, 


Aug 1 
Tuomas Hesxeru, Whitchurch, > a 
tioneer’s Assistan Ord 
Saraxrer, i 
; Ord Aug 2 


t Nantwich Pet Aug 
“an ug 
Gzorce Jamrs. Hastings, Fruiterer Hastings 


Lewis, 


ug.1 
Bradford, Joiner Beadford Pet Aug 


pet July 24 Ord July 31 
Joux Hever, Bishop a Durham, Miner 

Augil Ord 
Srimsox, Exwest Janes. , Cigar Manufacturer 


ar, Dirmiogh Ord July 29 
Fuly 98 Ord ware Merchant Bir- 


Aug 
Ww. @ Wells, Fruiterer Tunbridge 
Pet J sree, Tonbrie Ord Jul ara yess 


Buacxsurs, J BR, Bradford, Woolstapler Bradford Pet 
July 22 OrdAug3 » 
a s 5 Scarborough Scarborough Pet 
ug 

Cox, On aea eae, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet Aug 

Cov urea. Jom, Seta, Traveller Rochester Pet Aug 

Datuixe, Towa, Barnstaple, Dairyman Barnstaple Pet 

Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

os Se Rugby, Hawker Coventry Pet Aug 4 
ug 

“— Epwaxp, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Aug 4 
ug 

— Faas, Erith, Builder Rochester Pet Aug4 Ord 

JONES, se Baars, Nox Beene, Tailor Northampton Pet 


Manis pa AMES, Pienouth, Builder Plymouth Pet Aug 3 
ug 3 
Mer = Jouy Tuomas, Staveley, Derbyshire, Beerhouse 
Kee; Chesterfield 


Pet Aug3 Ord Aug3 . 
Moore, Deusen Apert, Chantry. Somerset, Farm Bailiff 
Frome Pet Aug 3 Aug 3 


Nevuwiets, Freperick WituiAm, Harrogate, Musician 

York Pet Aug 8 

Norreys, James Epw _ Poole, Dorset, Grocer Poole 
Pet July 


ug 3 
Pearson, WitLiaM Henry Ritson, St Helens, Lancs, Book- 
keeper Liverpool Pet Aue3 Ord Aug3 
Prewrira, m_anicta Fanny, Weat Ki y, Cheshire Birkenhead 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 

Raywarp, Henry ase East Pitetest, Grocer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 

Rocenrs, Harry eran ory New BAY Wilts Swindon 
Pet Aug8 Ord A 

Borah — AS Teeare. ‘Batley, York, Travelling Draper, 


Pet A 
Sreeririie, Wiztian, SBradford “Hatter Bradford Pet 
July 27 ‘ Ord Aug 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bex os Hersert, Aintree, Lancs, Builder Aug 16 at 12 | 
ff Rec. 85, Victoria st, Liverpool | 
ae James. Bishop’ Auckland. Durham, Mattress ttress | 





Maker Aug 15at3 Off free 25 Tobe st, Sunderland 

Currey, Joun Grorce, Colesbourne, Glos Aug 16 at 11 | 

Off Rec. 46, lade at, 8 

Cottyer, Wittram Simeon. 
Aug 16 at 1.80 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristo | 

Davigs, Evay, Llanelly, Labourer Aug 15 af 11.15 Off | 
Ree, 4, Queen st. Carmarth 

DvTRULLE, Lig a Clapham, Drag Merchant Aug 17 at 


11.30 DP, app, Londou — 
Wiss, 2. Pedusinste Auz 16 at 


FLoweEr, Greengrocer 
F ~~ M: ane Buta as ef Bris Wilts, Wheelwrigh 
‘orEST, MARK. attan 8, t 

Aug 16 at10 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Garraytox, Witiiam. Leicester, Jou Baker 
Aug 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 

Guuizy. ArTocr Wit.iam, "Greenwich ye 16 at 11.50 
24, Railway app, London bridge 


Hovurcuryes, Cnarctes Atrrep, Winchester, Builder 
Aug 15at315 Off Rec, 172, nie st, Southampton 
Lewis, eg ig kham, Bi Butcher Aug 17 at 3 
C, 4, 
Lockett, WILLIAM, lebury, er Builder Aug 16 
at 2.30 Off Ree, st, Manchester 
Loxeman, Frepericx, Bi Commercial Traveller 


ristol, 
Aug i6at1 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Moore. Francis Aipune, Ghentey, Somerset, Farm Bailiff 
Aug 16at3 Off Rec. Baldwin st, B 
Neat, Joux, Daventry, Northampton, Conn tractor an 17 
at 12.30 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, Ni 
ampton 
Paver, HG, yo Bristol Aug 16 at12.30 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 
Rocrrs, Harry Mowtacu, New Suinten. Wilts Aug 16 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 46 46, Cricklade st, 8 
SHearer, WILLIAM, Bradford. Joiner Aug 17 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31 or row, B 
Erxest James, nn il Man 
Aug 15at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berrid Leicester 
Tourxer. Joun Roper, apo 
0 ity chmbrs, ‘ket pl, Stockport 
Warton, See Liverpool, Arch 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bsowx, Mary Evizasetn, yee Lodging-house 
ceper h Pet Aug3 Ord Aug3 
Cores, Fraxcis Henzy, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet 





wes Raters Canrrxter, Tunbridge Wells Hastings 
July 12 Ord July 31 
~ Wiiiramsos, Daviv, and Frev Gurrenivce Coox, Gt Har- 
wrt, ie Lancaster, Joiners Blackburn Pet July 17 
Witsox, mene Joux, Church Garforth, Yorks. Colliery 
Wakefield Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


Wriont, Davi, ons Staffs, ‘Yailor Waleall Pet | 
June 27 Ord July 
notice substituted for that ae in the 
London Gazette of 
Copan Waren, Bowne, Ch Chester, phat Warrington | 
Pet July 28 Ord July 28 
London Gazetle.—Tcrspay, Avg 8. 


RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Asport, Wittiam, junr, Wandsworth Wandsworth Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 2 





Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
CovitEr, Jonx, ~ prea Traveller Rochester Pet 
Aug 3 Ord Aug 3 
Dasauee, | pe P+ wameamad Dairyman Barnstaple 
ug ug 8 
“os } Rugby, Hawker Coventry Pet Aug 4 
ug 4 
Drer ole Nottingham Nottingham Pet Aug 4 
FiowEe, 1LL1AM, Bedminster, Bristol, Greengrocer 


Pet July 27 Ord Aug 4 
| Bis Feayx, Erith, Builder Rochester Pet Aug 4 Ord 


Aug 4 
JoxEa, Gexser, Satomgia, Tailor Northampton Pet 
|“ Aug 4. Ord Aug 
| Meaxix, Joux Sa , Btaveley, Derbyshire, Beerhouse 
Keeper Chesterfield Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 
Moons, Feaxcis Arserr, Chantry. Somerset, Farm Bailiff 
Frome Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 33 
| Nevwierns, Feepericx Wr11am, Mosician 
| York Pet Aug3 Ord Aug3 
Peansoxs, Witssam Hesry Ritsox, St — Lancs, 
Dispenser Liverpool Pet Aug3 Ord A 
PexeiTs, Au oo 14 Fawyy, ee y, Cheshire SFirkenhead 


Harrogate, 


Rocrrs, Harry Montacu, New Swindon, Wilts Swindon 
Pet 8 Ord Aug 3 


ug 
Rooxe, Thomas Tuonrs, Batley, York, Travelling Draper 

De Pet Aug3 Ord Ang 8 
Taytor, ArruuR Epwarp, Bromyard, Printer Worcester 


et July 14 Ord Aug 2 
Gisene Cuares, New Barford, Nottin; ered hy yaaa: 
it Nottingham Pet July 14 
West. Epwiy, eee, Cycle Agent Wocthneepton Pet 
July 31 Ord Aug 4 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED 


Surru, Anruor, Southwark st, Secretary to a Public Com. 
pany High Cor Rec Ord July10 Adjud July ig 
Rese and Annul Auz 3 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Reapmay, Jouy, and Jouy Fewster Reavman, Barmby 
oor, Yorks, Farmers York Adjud May 20 Annul 


Aug i 

ALi letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, tt is requested that 
application te made direct to the Publisher, 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in 
cludes Indemes, Digests, Statutes, and Poste 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL, 

6s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her Majed. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, detached of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BAERRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
TERMINABLE DEBENTUBES. 


NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. 
Chairman - - - H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. 


CAPITAL - - - £1,000,000. 
Called Up, £200,000. Unealled, £800,000. 








Law W: Town 











The years, Taterest money on in Debentures for five or 
seven years. terest payable half-yearly by coupons 
attached to the Bonds. 

By the Articles of Association the issue of Debentures 
is restricted to the amount of the uncalled capital, and 
oe are ae by a Trust Deed, establishing a prefer- 

charge ae for the holders. 
all mformation as to the rates of 
interest may a obtained from the Manager, 8, 
Winchester-street, London, 0. 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Limrzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) 
blished 1: 


Esta’! 836. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans 0B 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 

D. A. BUMSTED, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


THE REVERSIONARY | INTEREST SOCIETY, 





Moy ” s00m, 
Interests in Real and Persons! 


Purchase oe 
Fesperiy, sas Life Interests and Life Policies, 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up dee od and Debenture Capital, £616.525,' 
The Society has moved from 17 King’s *Arms-yurd, to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 





Pet A’ Ord Aug 
Baywarp, rene hoes, East Gutnstend, Grocer Tun- 
bridge Welle Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 
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